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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this comparative case study was to develop a prekindergarten 
implementation model for public school districts located in states without state-funded 
prekindergarten. The two public school districts selected for the study were located in a 
rural Midwestern state and differed on the presence or absence of a prekindergarten 
program within their school settings. This study utilized qualitative case study methods to 
identify (a) factors that supported and impeded voluntary initiation, implementation, and 
continuation of a prekindergarten within two public school settings; (b) the role of key 
stakeholders; and (c) the effects resulting from the implementation or lack of 
implementation of a prekindergarten.
After analyzing data obtained from interviews, parent surveys, and school-related 
documents, the findings were then compared and contrasted to change process models. 
In the absence of state funding or guidance, this study found that a school district was 
more likely to initiate a prekindergarten to prepare children for the rigorous 
kindergarten curriculum and the increased accountability standards resulting from the 
No Child Left Behind Act. Secondly, the willingness of a school administrator to take on 
added responsibility for developing and gathering support for a prekindergarten 
contributed to its successful implementation. Finally, successful implementation and 
broad based support from school administration, teachers, parents, and community 
members contributed to the prekindergarten’s successful continuation. The study
xvi
participants from both school districts agreed that lack of state funding or guidance 
greatly hindered the successful implementation and continuation of a prekindergarten 
program. The factors identified in this study provide a set of recommendations for 
school districts implementing prekindergarten programs in states that do not fund 
prekindergarten. These recommendations may guide state legislators from those states 
in the formation of sound policy related to the implementation of high quality 
prekindergarten programs.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Early childhood education moved into the educational policy realm in 1989 when 
President H. W. Bush and the nation’s governors announced the national education goals 
(Kagan & Rigby, 2003). The first goal, “By the year 2000, all children in America will 
start school ready to learn” (U.S. Department of Education, 1995, p. 1), stressed the 
importance of early education to later school achievement. The accomplishment of this 
goal depended upon the availability of high quality early childhood education programs 
to prepare each child for school (U.S. Department of Education, 1991). Since the national 
education goals were announced in 1989, 24 additional states began to fund 
prekindergarten, bringing the total to 38 states with some type of state-funded 
prekindergarten (Barnett, Hustedt, Hawkinson, & Robin, 2006; Barnett, Hustedt,
Robin, & Schulman, 2005; Mitchell, 2001). However, in 2005, nursery school or 
preschool enrollment included only 45.2% of all 3- and 4-year-old American children 
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2005b).
An ambitious study undertaken by the United States Department of Education 
(West, Denton, & Germino-Hausken, 2000) found that nearly half of all children who 
entered kindergarten in 1998 came from families with one or more risk factors associated 
with poor educational outcomes. In 2001, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act (2002) 
mandated that students achieve academic proficiency by the end of the 2013-2014 school
1
year. A major assumption of the NCLB Act was that all children entered school ready to 
learn (Neuman, 2003). Almost half of the children who started kindergarten in 1998 with 
multiple risk factors scored in the bottom quartile on tests of reading and math (Zill & 
West, 2001). Entwisle and Alexander (1999) found that children’s academic and social 
skill development upon entry into kindergarten predicted future school achievement. 
Children who began kindergarten with fewer readiness skills than their peers were likely 
to fall even further behind as they proceeded through school (Lee & Burkham, 2002).
A strong foundation of empirical research has supported the link between high 
quality preschool programs and later school success (Barnett, Lamy, & Jung, 2005; 
Campbell, Ramey, Pungello, Sparling, & Miller-Johnson, 2002; Reynolds, Temple, &
Ou, 2003; Schweinhart, 2004). With this evidence, state leaders have increasingly 
focused their attention on prekindergarten programs as a means to achieve the proficiency 
mandates of the NCLB Act (Kauerz & McMaken, 2004). An analysis of the data from the 
Early Childhood Longitudinal Study (Magnuson, Meyers, Ruhm, & Waldfogel, 2004) 
found that kindergarten children who had attended high quality prekindergarten programs 
scored higher on tests of math and reading skills than children who attended preschools 
or childcare centers.
In 2006, the District of Columbia and 38 states funded prekindergarten programs 
(Stone, 2006). Most states with funded prekindergarten programs have located them 
within the public school setting under the administration of the public school officials 
(Hinkle, 2000; Smith, Kleiner, Parsad, & Farris, 2003). Educational leaders have cited 
many reasons for public school involvement in early education: (a) improved school 
readiness skills; (b) public access for all children; (c) availability of neighborhood
2
schools; (cl) efficient use of school facilities; (e) centralized administration; and 
(f) existing infrastructure of certified teachers, support services, state standards, 
professional development (Hinkle, 2000; Reynolds, 2003; Zigler, Gilliam, &
Jones, 2006).
States without funded prekindergarten have relied on federal Head Start and 
special education funds to provide preschool services to the small percentage of 3- and 
4-year-old children who qualify. Nationally, 68.4% of the 4-year-olds had access to 
preschool programs in 2005 as compared to 25.3% of the 4-year-olds in states without 
funded prekindergarten programs (Barnett, Hustedt, et al., 2005). Parents in states 
without funded prekindergarten programs have to locate private preschools and pay 
tuition if they want to enroll their child in a preschool program. Paying for early 
education programs has discouraged low-income parents from enrolling their preschool 
child. Meyers, Rosenbaum, Ruhm, and Waldfogel (2004) found that preschool children 
from low-income families were 25% less likely to attend early education programs as 
compared to children from high-income families.
Statement of the Problem
While research has demonstrated that children who had attended high quality 
prekindergarten programs scored significantly higher on math, reading, and language arts 
upon entry into kindergarten (Frede, Jung, Barnett, Lamy, & Figueras, 2007; Gormley, 
Gayer, Phillips, & Dawson, 2005; Xiang & Schweinhart, 2002), 12 states have not yet 
funded prekindergarten (Barnett et al., 2006). Children who have begun kindergarten 
with fewer readiness skills than their peers have fallen further behind as they proceeded 
through their K-12 school years (Entwisle & Alexander, 1999; Lee & Burkham, 2002).
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Without state support or guidance, local school administrators must determine how to 
implement high quality prekindergarten programs that benefit their incoming 
kindergarten students.
Historically, the federal government has left the primary responsibility for 
education to individual states (Kamerman & Gatenio, 2003). The Tenth Amendment to 
the United States Constitution states, “The powers not delegated to the United States by 
the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, 
or to the people.” As the Constitution did not grant the United States the power to 
legislate educational policy, the Constitution reserved that power for the States. States 
have traditionally developed educational legislation for implementation at the local 
school district level (Zigler et al., 2006). Without state legislation or funding, local school 
districts that want to implement a prekindergarten program will need to identify funding 
sources and develop the necessary guidelines, policies, and standards to administer these 
programs.
Prior research on the implementation and administration of prekindergarten 
programs within the public school setting has focused primarily on early childhood 
special education programs (Brotherson, Sheriff, Milburn, & Schertz, 2001; Buysse, 
Wesley, & Keyes, 1998; Gallagher, Stegelin, & Gallagher, 1992; Lieber et al., 2000; 
Marvin, LaCost, Grady, & Mooney, 2003) or state-funded prekindergarten programs 
(Birmingham, 1990; Carr, 2006; Galban, 1996; Gutierrez, 1998). These studies have not 
investigated the voluntary initiation and implementation of prekindergarten within the 
public school setting in states that do not fund prekindergarten programs. School district 
administrators in these states have limited resources, knowledge, and experience with
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prekindergarten programs. In the absence of state policies and standards governing public 
school prekindergarten programs, school district administrators will be in need of a 
model to guide their implementation efforts.
Purpose of the Stud'
The purpose of this comparative case study wa to develop a prekindergarten 
implementation model for public school districts located in states without state-funded 
prekindergarten. This study identities factors thr support or impede voluntary 
implementation of a prekindergarten program >vitnin two public school districts in a rural 
Midwestern state. One of the public school districts had voluntarily implemented a 
prekindergarten program within the elementary school building that was accessible for all
3- and 4-year-old children residing within the district and surrounding area. The second 
public school district had not implemented a prekindergarten program within the school 
setting. For the purpose of this research, prekindergarten programs are defined as public 
school-based programs serving 3- and 4-year-old children to improve their school 
readiness skills.
This study utilizes qualitative case study methods to identify (a) factors that 
support or impede voluntary initiation, implementation, and continuation of a 
prekindergarten program within two public school settings; (b) the role of key 
stakeholders in that process; and (c) the effects resulting from the implementation or lack 
of implementation of a prekindergarten program. The terms preschool and 
prekindergarten are utilized interchangeably in this study. While the stakeholders at Hart 
Public School used the term preschool to describe their educational setting for 3- and
4- year-olds, the stakeholders from Gateway Public School utilized both terms when
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referring to an educational setting for 3- and 4-year-olds. For the purposes of this study, 
key stakeholders included school superintendents; elementary principals; school board 
members; preschool, kindergarten, and first grade teachers; and parents of 
prekindergartners, kindergartners, or first graders. Prekindergartners will include 4-year- 
old children eligible to attend kindergarten during the following school year.
Research Questions
The research questions that guided this study include:
1. What factors support or impede the voluntary initiation, implementation, and 
continuation of a prekindergarten program within a public school setting 
located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund prekindergarten 
programs?
2. What role did key stakeholders play in the voluntary initiation, 
implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program within a 
public school setting located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund 
prekindergarten programs?
3. What effects did key stakeholders report regarding the voluntary 
implementation of a prekindergarten program within a public school setting 
located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund prekindergarten 
programs?
4. What effects did key stakeholders report regarding the absence of voluntary 
implementation of a prekindergarten program within a public school setting 
located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund prekindergarten 
programs?
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Importance of the Study
Almost 50% of the kindergarten teachers in a national study reported that at least 
half of the children entering kindergarten lacked appropriate readiness skills including 
low academic skills (e.g., limited alphabet and number knowledge) and an inability to 
follow directions (Rimm-Kaufman, Pianta, & Cox, 2000). Those kindergarten teachers 
who judged their students as better prepared for kindergarten attributed the difference to 
Head Start and high quality preschool programs (Espinosa, Thornburg, & Mathews,
1997). If school districts located in states that do not fund prekindergarten want to 
increase the readiness skills of their incoming kindergarten students, they will face 
voluntary implementation of prekindergarten programs.
The results of this study may lead to the development of a prekmdergarten model 
for public school districts located in a state that did not fund prekindergarten programs. 
Identifying the factors that support or impede the voluntary implementation of a 
prekindergartt Drogram in a state that did not fund prekindergarten is important for 
several reasons. First, public school leaders have limited knowledge and experiences 
implementing early childhood education programs. Without state direction or support, a 
prekindergarten implementation model may provide public school administrators with the 
necessary information and guidance needed for successful implementation.
Second, the findings from this study may illuminate the challenges faced by other 
school administrators who want to implement prekindergarten programs in states that do 
not fund or support such programs. Highlighting these challenges may provide other 
school administrators with information needed to address similar issues when initiating 
and implementing prekindergarten programs in their school districts. Identifying the
{actors that support or impede voluntary implementation of a prekindergarten program 
may encourage further research on. prekindergarten program implementation within the 
public school setting. Further research could result in a better prekindergarten 
implementation model.
Third, defining the role that key stakeholders played in the voluntary 
implementation of a prekindergarten program may underline the professional 
development needs of school administrators who embark on the process of 
prekindergarten program implementation. Finally, identifying effects reported by key 
stakeholders in school districts with and without a voluntary prekindergarten program 
may highlight the potential for improved school readiness skills and increase the 
likelihood of public school districts meeting the mandates of the NCLB legislation. These 
results may encourage state legislators to develop policies supporting and funding 
prekindergarten programs.
Scope of the Study
This comparative case study focused on the factors that support or impede the 
voluntary initiation, implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program in 
two rural public school districts located in a Midwestern state that did not fund 
prekindergarten. This study will also investigate the role of key stakeholders in that 
process and the perceived effects from the implementation or lack of implementation of a 
prekindergarten program as reported by those key stakeholders. The two public school 
cases selected for this study differed on a key element of the study, the presence or 
absence of a prekindergarten within the public school setting. The comparative case study 
approach investigated these factors within the context of the public school setting where
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they occurred. This approach is appropriate to situations when it would be difficult to 
separate the phenomenon studied from its context (Yin, 2003).
Terms and Definitions
The following terms and definitions are integral to the study and the definitions 
clarify their meanings within the context of this study.
Categories'. A term used in case study data analysis to refer to “conceptual 
elements that ‘co ver’ or span many individual examples of the category” (Merriam, 1998, 
p. 182). Categories provide the answers to the research questions.
Developmentally appropriate practices: A set of guidelines developed by the 
National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) that represents 
theory and research about how children learn as well as those practices most supportive 
to a young child’s development (Bredekamp & Copple, 1997).
Early childhood education programs: Educational programs made available for 
children prior to the age of formal school entry including preschools and prekindergarten 
programs (Kamerrnan & Gatenio, 2003).
Early learning guidelines: State guidelines specific to the education of preschool 
aged children. These guidelines cover all the readiness areas identified by the National 
Education Goals Panel including physical well being, motor development, 
social-emotional development, approaches toward learning, language development, 
cognition, and general knowledge (Barnett, Hustedt, Friedman, Boyd, &
Aimsworth, 2007).
Head St d: A federal school readiness program that provides grants to local 
public and private agencies to provide comprehensive child development services tc
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economically disadvantaged 3- and 4-year-old children through the provision of 
educational, health, nutritional, social, and other services (U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services, n.d.).
Instrument reviewers: A committee consisting of the researcher’s advisor and 
dissertation committee members, six early childhood professionals, and five school 
administrators from school districts unrelated to the study. This committee assessed the 
interview and survey questions for bias, clarity, and face validity. The researcher 
incorporateu their recommendations into the revised interview protocols and surveys.
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB): The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 
(NCLB) reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the main 
federal law affecting education from kindergarten through high school. Under NCLB, 
each state has developed and implemented measurements for determining whether its 
schools and local educational agencies (LEAs) have made adequate yearly progress 
(AYP). AYP is an individual state's measure of progress toward the goal of 100% of 
students achieving to state academic standards in at least reading/language arts and math. 
AYP establishes the minimum level of proficiency that the state, its school districts, and 
schools must achieve each year on annual tests and related academic standards.
Prekindergarten program: An early childhood education program that (a) serves 
3- and 4-year-old children, (b) offers a group learning experience at least two days per 
week, and (c) is not designed primarily to serve preschool children with disabilities 
(Barnett, Hustedt, et al., 2005). Various government agencies, such as the state education 
or human services agencies, administer state-funded prekindergarten programs in an
10
array of locations, including public schools, Head Start centers, and community-based 
childcare centers (National Prekindergarten Center, 2004).
Preschool program: An educational program for 3- and 4-year-old children 
offered under public or private auspices and spanning a normal school year 
(Kamerman & Gatenio, 2003). The professional literature has often used the terms 
preschool and prekindergarten interchangeably. In this study, the researcher utilizes both 
terms interchangeably. The Hart Public School stakeholders utilized the term preschool 
when referring to the educational program for 3- and 4-year-old children housed within 
their public school setting. Gateway Public School stakeholders used both terms when 
discussing the existing preschools within their community and a public school system of 
prekindergarten.
Quality standards: Set of minimum criteria established by the National Institute 
for Early Education Research (NIEER) needed to ensure effective prekindergarten 
programs (Barnett, Hustedt et al., 2007).
State standards: State developed content and achievement standards that provide 
guidance in core curriculum areas.
Acronyms
The following acronyms are important to this study, this list will clarify their 
identity within the context of this study.
ADM -  Average Daily Membership
AYP -  Adequate yearly progress
B3 -  Birth to third grade teaching credential
CDA -  Child Development Associate degree
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CPC -  Chicago Child Parent Center
DPI -  Department of Public Instruction
ECLS-B -  Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Birth Cohort
ECLS-K -  Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Cohort
ECS -  Education Commission of the States
ELL -  English language learners
ESPB -  Education Standards and Practices Board
IEP -  Individual Education Plan
K-12 -  Kindergarten through 12lh grade
LEA -  Local education agency
NAEYC -  National Association for the Education of Young Children
NCLB -  No Child Left Behind Act
NEGP -National Education Goals Panel
NGA -  National Governors Association
NIEER -  National Institute for Early Education Research
WPA -  Works Progress Administration
Researcher Bias
The researcher is the Director of Preschool Services for Dickinson Public 
Schools. Her professional career in early childhood education has spanned 30 years. 
Having worked within the context of a public school setting, the researcher has 
knowledge of the policies and procedures that guide the operation of public schools. The 
researcher has biases supporting the benefits of a high quality preschool education to a
12
child’s later school success. The researcher has no direct relationship with the key 
stakeholders at either of the selected sites.
Finally, the researcher conducted a pilot study with the selected cases prior to this 
research proposal. While the researcher did not share the results of the pilot study with 
the key stakeholders in either public school setting, the researcher’s second entrance into 
both sites may have affected the research investigation. To minimize this effect, the 
researcher utilized multiple sources of data.
Delimitations and Limitations
This comparative case study investigated the internal school factors that support 
or impede the voluntary initiation, implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten 
program in two public school districts located in a rural Midwestern state that did not 
fund prekindergarten. One of the public school districts had a prekindergarten program 
located within the elementary school building while the other school district did not. This 
study did not investigate community driven factors occurring outside of the school setting 
nor the student outcomes of the prekindergarten program located within the public school 
setting. The findings of this study may not generalize to urban school districts or school 
districts located in sfu-; with fiinT\i prekindergarten programs. The factors that support 
or impede initiation, implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program in 
one school district may be different from those in another school district. Additional 
research could investigate the transferability of the findings to other public school 
settings.
The selection of the two K-12 public school institutions resulted from two criteria: 
(a) location in a state that did not fund public prekindergarten programs and (b) differing
13
key dimension of the study, whether or not a prekindergarten program was available 
within the public school setting. Descriptions of each case allow the readers to determine 
the generalizability of the results to their specific settings (Stake, 1995). As Merriam 
(1998) noted, “The general lies in the particular; that is, what we learn in a particular 
situation we can transfer or generalize to similar situations subsequently encountered”
(p. 210). While this study focused on two specific cases, the findings may assist other 
school administrators with the implementation of prekindergarten programs in states that 
do not fund or support such programs.
Organization of the Study
Chapter I provided an overview of the status of public prekindergarten programs 
throughout the nation, the background and significance of the problem, as well as the 
purpose for conducting the study. This chapter defines terms related to early childhood 
education programs, outlines the importance of the study, limitations, delimitations, 
researcher bias, and organization of the study.
Chapter II examines six areas of the literature related to the education of 
preschool chiMr m (a) history of early childhood education programs, (b) kindergarten 
readiness skill development, (c) impact of high quality preschool programs on later 
school success, (d) public school involvement with preschool programs, (e) research 
based standards for prekindergarten programs, and (f) school change models.
Chapter III presents the qualitative research design of the study. This chapter 
describes the researcher’s role, case selection, data collection, data analysis, verification, 
and ethical considerations.
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Chapter IV describes categories identified from tire data collected at both school 
sites. These data include (a) factors that support or impede voluntary initiation, 
implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program within two public school 
settings; (b) the role of key stakeholders; and (c) the effects resulting from the 
implementation or lack of implementation of a prekindergarten program.
Chapter V compares and contrasts the categories identified in each case to the 
findings of other studies investigating (a) state-funded prekindergarten program 
implementation and (b) the change process model as it relates to the implementation of 
new programs within the school setting. This chapter also , iovides the summary, 
conclusions, and discussion of the study udmg recommendations for implementing a
prekindergarten in pC ■ school districts located in states without state-funded 
prekii .gulden.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction
Several issues have surrounded the emergence of prekindergarten programs 
within the public school settings. The literature reviewed in this chapter examines six 
areas related to the education of preschool children. First, the history of education for 
young children in the United States presents a chronology beginning with the early 19th 
century and. ending with the first decade of the 21st century. This historical perspective 
highlights the role of the federal and state governments in initiating and supporting 
preschooi programs and demonstrates how the government’s policies have continued to 
shape early childhood education to the present day.
Second, studies investigating readiness skill development of children entering 
kindergarten and the impact that readiness skills have on later school achievement 
demonstrates the need for further support of high quality preschool programs. Third, 
research examining the impact of high quality preschool programs on children’s later 
success in school and adult life provides additional justification for investing public funds 
into early education. These studies include longitudinal investigations of high quality 
preschool programs for young children living in poverty, state -funded prekindergarten 
programs, and the federal Head Start program.
16
Fourth, inquiries into public school involvement with preschool programs focuses 
on difficulties school administrators have experienced with the implementation and 
administration of early childhood special education programs and state-funded 
prekindergarten programs within the public school setting. This body of research 
confirms the lack of studies investigating the voluntary initiation and implementation of a 
prekindergarten program within the public school setting in states that do not fund 
prekindergarten. Fifth, research investigating minimal standards for prekindergarten 
outlines criteria for establishing quality in newly developed prekindergarten programs as 
well as those already established. These standards establish the level of quality necessary 
for promoting children’s readiness skill development.
Finally, the last section of this chapter presents the change process model within 
the context of a school setting. The change process model outlines factors affecting the 
initiation, implementation, and continuation of the change process when implementing 
new programs. This section also reviews the role of key stakeholders during the change 
process. The key stakeholders include school superintendents, principals, school boards, 
teachers, parents, and the community.
Prior researchers (Galban, 1996; Gutierrez, 1998; Lieber et ah, 2000; Rust, 1993) 
have utilized the change process model to frame their research on implementation of 
inclusive preschool programs, state-funded prekindergarten programs, and extended day 
kindergarten programs. Researchers have not used the change process model to 
investigate the voluntary implementation of a prekindergarten program within a public 
school district located in a state that did not fund prekindergarten. Utilizing the change 
process framework will highlight those factors critical to the development of a
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prekindergarten mode! for public school districts located in states without funded 
prekindergarten.
Historical Context
The federal government has historically funded public preschool programs to 
offset the negative social and economic effects of depression, world wars, and poverty. 
The American public has viewed these preschool programs as temporary responses to 
those specific conditions and has not supported universal access to preschool 
(Beatty, 1995). Throughout the last two centuries, social reform has been the primary 
motivation for the development of early childhood education programs (Mitchell, 
Seligson, & Marx, 1989). The federal, state, and local governments have supported early 
childhood programs when they met the political and public agenda. During the Great 
Depression, the federal government sponsored nursery schools to hire unemployed 
teachers. Upon entering into World War II, American factories needed women to replace 
the men who were fighting. To meet the growing need for childcare, the federal 
government established childcare centers. Following World War II, the federal 
government launched the War on Poverty and established Head Start programs for 
low-income children and their families. In the 1980s, the states picked up momentum 
from research acclaiming the effects of a high quality preschool education and began 
investing state funds into prekindergarten programs.
Infant Schools and Day Nurseries
America’s first preschools, called infant schools, served young children from 2 to 
5 years of age from poor families living in Boston during the late 1820s and early 1830s 
(Beatty, 1995). Robert Owen, founder of these infant schools, wanted to give these
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children of factory workers an advantage and a better future than that of their own parents 
(Fuller, 2007). These infant schools were more like day care centers, open 9 to 13 hours a 
day to allow mothers to work (Mitchell et al., 1989). The curriculum included handmade 
manipulatives as well as pedagogical teaching on behavior and church attendance.
Just as these infant schools gained popularity, a movement spurred by the belief 
that these infant schools were depriving mothers of their natural rights to motherhood 
closed them (Fuller, 2007). A final effort to save the infant schools ended when the 
Boston Primary School Committee refused to integrate them into the public schools. 
Fuller concluded that (a) public schools were reluctant to share their own limited 
resources and (b) concerned citizens continued to guard against institutions taking over 
parental responsibilities.
Around 1854, day nurseries for children from poor families opened in New York. 
These day nurseries provided custodial care for children of working mothers and trained 
the children in household chores, etiquette, and neatness. These day nurseries continued 
to expand during the 1880s and 1890s to meet the growing demands of immigrants who 
moved into tenement houses and ghetto neighborhoods (Mitchell et al., 1989). Families 
used these day nurseries when a parent was absent from the home or the father was out of 
work. These day nurseries carried the stigma of providing custodial care for children of 
poor families to keep them out of orphanages (Lascarides & Hinitz, 2000).
In 1910, the federal government established the compulsory school law and the 
older children could no longer remain at home to care for their younger siblings. This led 
to the establishment of day nurseries within the public school system. Their primary
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purpose was to Americanize foreign children and their mothers and prevent the absence 
of older children from school (Lascarides & Hinitz, 2000).
Kindergarten
In the 1840s, German immigrants brought kindergarten to America and in 1 860, 
the first kindergarten for English speaking children opened in Boston. As parents paid 
fees for their children to attend, Americans viewed kindergarten as a voluntary program 
for middle and upper classes rather than a compensatory program for the poor.
Americans were willing to accept private kindergarten as long as it remained outside the 
public school system (Beatty, 1995).
In 1870, the first public school kindergarten opened as part of the Boston public 
schools system; however, lack of resources forced its closing several years later. Then, in 
1873, a public kindergarten opened in the St. Louis public schools as an experiment to 
provide more education for children of factory workers who dropped out of school at the 
age of 10 to take jobs in the factory. The success of this kindergarten led to the expansion 
of kindergarten in the public schools (Mitchell et ah, 1989).
Poverty and the need to educate children of immigrants also fueled the expansion 
of kindergarten into the public schools (Beatty, 1995). This expansion was not without its 
critics and the themes of the resistance movement paralleled those of the prekindergarten 
movement in the 21st century. Shapiro (1983) summarized some of the themes that 
emerged: (a) fears that the kindergarten programs would pressure school districts already
filled to capacity, (b) attitudes regarding parental and school roles in early childhood  
education, (c) worries about finding qualified teachers, and (d) concerns related to 
children’s attendance.
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By the turn of the 20th century, public schools administered half of the 
kindergartens in the nation while religious, private business, and nonprofit groups still 
operated the other half. As public schools continued to absorb kindergarten programs, 
they gained funding and moved toward universal access (Beatty, 1995).
Nursery Schools
As kindergartens expanded, day nurseries declined as social programs paid public 
stipends to encourage mothers to remain home with their children (Mitchell et al., 1989). 
During this same period, foundation based philanthropists funded research conducted at 
private nursery schools. Nursery schools during the 1920s included both normal and 
problem children and most were affiliated with a research university. In 1925, Franklin 
School in Chicago began the first public nursery school. While most Americans agreed 
that poor children needed nursery education, few advocated for universal nursery school. 
Those contesting nursery school cited (a) unaffordable costs, (b) depriving mothers of 
teaching their children, and (c) forcing children to learn what they would learn naturally 
at the age of 5 (Beatty, 1995).
Great Depression
With the onset of the Great Depression, kindergarten and nursery teachers were 
laid off in disproportionate numbers from other public school teachers. In 1933, the 
Federal Emergency Relief Administration, later known as the Works Progress 
Administration (WPA), provided public schools with funding for nursery schools to 
provide jobs for laid off educational workers. This funding represented the first federal 
funds dedicated to early childhood education. These nursery schools provided year round, 
full -day, five-day-a-week comprehensive services including education, health, nutrition,
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parent education, as well as education and care. While eligibility for the nursery schools 
was income based, children of all social classes qualified due to the effects of the 
Depression (Mitchell et al., 1989). With the abolishment of the WPA in 1942, less than 
one third of the nursery school programs continued to operate (Beatty, 1995).
World War II
The Lanham Act of 1941, spurred by World War II and the need for childcare, 
provided funding to create day care centers. Several of these day care centers moved into 
the established nursery schools created by the WPA programs. The Lanham Act replaced 
the income eligibility criteria of the WPA programs with an income based sliding fee 
scale (Mitchell et al., 1989). The guidelines established for operating these day care 
centers closely resembled those of the former WPA funded nursery schools. Six months 
after World War II ended, President Truman ended the funding and the Lanham Act 
centers closed (Beatty, 1995).
Instead of staying home following the end of World War II, American mothers 
returned to the workforce in record numbers and the wait lists of private centers grew 
rapidly (Beatty, 1995). By 1950, three times as many mothers had entered the workforce 
than before the war (Mitchell et al., 1989). Kindergartens saw the largest enrollment 
increases. In 1949, approximately 33% of the eligible 5-yea:~olds attended kindergarten. 
Mitchell et al. reported that by 1962 that number had increased to 54% and by 1966 to 
98%.
Head Start
In the 1960s, the American government fought another war, the War on Poverty. 
Out of this campaign against poverty, Project Head Start originated. Head Start targeted
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low-income children and their families and provided comprehensive services including 
education, health, nutrition, and parent involvement (Beatty, 1995). By its fifth decade of 
inception, Head Start had served over 22 million preschool children and their families. 
Sparked by research demonstrating the effectiveness of preschool intervention, the 
Human Services Reauthorization Act of 1990 provided Head Start with substantial 
increases for expansion and quality improvements during the 1990s. The growth of Head 
Start ended with the election of President George W. Bush, who attempted to end Head 
Start and block grant the funding targeted to Head Start to the states. While this attempt 
failed, the number of children and families served by Head Start in 2003 decreased for 
the first time in decades (Zigler et al., 2006).
Demographic Changes
National demographic changes generated a growing interest in early care and 
education from the 1960s to the present. In 1960, approximately 20% of mothers with 
children younger than 6 years were in the workforce. By 2006, that percentage had 
increased to 62% with six states at or above 70% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2006). The 
number of children younger than 6 years living in single parent families averaged 
approximately 32% in 2005 with percentages for Black or African American children at 
65% and American Indian children at 49% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005a).
Besides the increased rates of single parenting, the welfare reform legislation of 
the 1990s required that low-income mothers enter the workforce within two years of 
obtaining assistance. This requirement placed additional pressure on childcare availability 
(Kamerrnan & Gatenio, 2003). In addition to childcare, working parents sought out 
preschool programs to fill part of the day (Zigler et al., 2006).
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State-funded Prekindergartens
In 1990, President George W. Bush convened an education summit with the 
nation’s governors to develop national education goals. In 1994, President Clinton signed 
the Goals 2000: Educate America Act that incorporated these education goals into law. 
The first objective of the act was that all children would begin school ready to learn. The 
nation’s governors agreed that access to high quality preschools was necessary to meet 
that first goal (Zigler et ah, 2006).
Throughout the last two decades, state support of early education has grown as 
part of an education reform effort. A recent deluge of information has heightened the 
states’ interest in early education (Christina & Nicholson-Goodman, 2005; Clifford et ah, 
2005; Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). This information has included the (a) relationship of 
school readiness development to later school achievement, (b) impact of early learning 
experiences to a child’s development, (c) beneficial effects of high quality early 
education programs, and (d) increasing numbers of mothers working outside the home.
In 1977, just 4 states contributed funds to Head Start programs in their states. By 
1983, 10 states funded prekindergarten and 4 states allocated funding to Head Start
programs. At the start of 1989, 32 states supported prekindergarten and Head Start
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programs (Mitchell et ah, 1989). During the 2005-2006 school year, 38 states funded 
prekindergarten programs and enrolled 20% of the nation’s 4-year-olds (Barnett et 
ah, 2006). By 2007, Florida, Georgia, and Oklahoma offered universal prekindergarten 
programs to every 4-year-old (Doctors, 2007).
Between 1991 and 2005, state spending on prekindergarten programs increased 
from $700 million to $3.27 billion (Barnett et ah, 2006; Doctors, 2007; Kamerman &
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Gatenio, 2003). States ofiered these prekindergarten programs in public school settings as 
well as other private and public centers including Head Start. Most of these programs 
targeted educationally at risk children due to poverty or English Language Learners 
(ELL) (Zigler et ah, 2006).
The history of early care and education has revolved around national crises and 
social problems. The federal government has linked support of preschool programs to 
families with low socioeconomic status. Presently, families with low incomes can enroll 
their preschoolers in Head Start if there are available slots. While Head Start and 
state-funded prekindergartens have enrolled approximately one million preschoolers 
each, millions have remained unserved. After recent school readiness data indicated that 
approximately 30% to 40% of the children entering kindergarten lacked the necessary 
school readiness skills (Zill & West, 2001), the nation’s leaders have once again focused 
on federally funded universal prekindergarten.
School Readiness
If the purpose of prekindergarten programs is to prepare children for kindergarten, 
then those involved with implementing prekindergarten programs must agree on a clear 
definition of school readiness. In the past, educators have adopted a maturational 
viewpoint of school readiness by (a) delaying the kindergarten entry age,
(b) administering readiness tests to determine whether a child was ready to begin 
kindergarten, or (c) providing transitional kindergarten classes (Zigler et al., 2006).
Following the passage of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, President Clinton 
formed the National Education Goals Panel (NEGP) to monitor the progress of the 
education goals (Kagan & Rigby, 2003). The National Education Goals Panel (1991)
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assigned the readiness goal to one of its subgroups who adopted a broad, 
multi-dimensional definition of school readiness that included (a) physical well being and 
motor development, (b) social and emotional development, (c) approaches to learning,
(d) language development, and (e) cognition and general knowledge.
In 2002, the National Governors Association (NGA) used NEGP’s work and 
established a gubernatorial task force on school readiness to determine what states could 
do to advance school readiness. The National Governors Association (2005) task force 
incorporated the following principles into their school readiness recommendations:
(a) Family is integral to a child’s life, (b) school readiness is an adult responsibility,
(c) the first five years of life are critical, (d) the five dimensions of school readiness are 
equally significant, and (e) no single school readiness plan can meet every state’s needs. 
These five principles formed the NGA’s school readiness framework of Ready States, 
Ready Schools, Ready Communities, Ready Families, and Ready Children. The work of 
both groups broadened the definition of school readiness to include noth child readiness 
and environment readiness (Kagan & Rigby, 2003).
Aligning with the NGA school readiness framework, Wesley and Buysse (2003) 
found that school professionals believed that parents and the community were responsible 
to produce a child ready for school. Most school professionals felt that the responsibilities 
of tl e school did not begin until the day a child began school. Their viewpoint reinforced 
tire school’s lack of involvement with the community in supporting preschool children 
and their families toward school readiness. Neither the teachers nor principals were aware 
of the eighth National Education Goal mandating school collaboration wit .ents to
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encourage early learning and development. Lacking guidance or information, parents 
reported little understanding of the schools’ expectations regarding school readiness.
A recent survey of kindergarten teachers and parents (PNC Financial Services 
Group, Inc., 2007) also confirmed the differing perceptions that parents and teachers held 
of readiness skill development upon entry into kindergarten. Approximately 80% of the 
parents felt their own children were well prepared in social skill development while only 
16% of the teachers agreed. These perceptions held for academic skills as well with 
approximately 70% of the parents indicating their child was very well prepared 
academically and just 15% of the teachers agreeing. Overall, only 25% of the parents and 
7% of the teachers described children in the United States as being very prepared for 
learning upon entry into kindergarten.
Perceptions o f  School Readiness
Placing the responsibility for school readiness on the parents and community will 
not ameliorate the devastating effects that poverty has on the parents’ and community’s 
capacity to support a child’s school readiness skills (Zigler et ah, 2006). In studies of 
kindergarten teachers’ perceptions of school readiness (Espinosa et al., 1997; 
Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000), kindergarten teachers reported a significant percentage of 
their students entered kindergarten without the necessary school readiness skills. In these 
studies, kindergarten teachers noted that students who had attended a high quality 
preschool prior to kindergarten had higher developed readiness skills than their peers who 
had not attended preschool.
In one study, Espinosa et al. (1997) found that over half the rural kindergarten 
teachers from Mississippi believed that their students were not as ready for kindergarten
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as they had been five years ago. These teachers attributed the difference to changing 
family structures and the unavailability of parents. Those teachers who indicated their 
students were more ready for kindergarten than they were five years ago attributed the 
difference to the availability of high quality preschool programs.
Another study (Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000) surveyed public school kindergarten 
teachers regarding their students’ transition into kindergarten. Over one third of the 
kindergarten teachers reported that at least half of the children experienced problems 
upon entering kindergarten. These problems included an inability to follow directions, 
poorly developed academic skills, and ineffective work habits. Overall, the kindergarten 
teachers in this study reported that approximately 16% of the entering kindergartners 
experienced serious difficulty following directions and lacked appropriate academic skills 
while approximately 32% had moderate difficulty with those same skills.
Risk Factors Associated With School Readiness
Utilizing data from the National Household Survey (Zill & Collins, 1995) and the 
Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Cohort of 1998-99 (ECLS-K), 
researchers have identified specific risk factors that in isolation or in combination with 
one another have correlated with a child’s readiness skill development upon entry into 
kindergarten. However, even children possessing some of these risk factors who had 
attended a high quality preschool achieved better than their peers who had not attended 
preschool.
Zill and Collins (1995) identified five family risk factors and their relationship to 
school readiness. The five family risk factors included (a) mother’s education level is less 
than high school, (b) family’s income is below poverty line, (c) mother’s primary
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language is not English, (d) mother is unmarried, and (e) only one parent is living in the 
home. Approximately 50% of the preschoolers in the study were affected by at least one 
risk factor and 15% were affected by three or more risk factors. Zill and Collins found 
that the more risk factors a child’s family possessed, the fewer skills the child had 
mastered. On the other hand, children who had attended Head Start, a prekindergarten, or 
preschool program had higher literacy skills whether they came from low- or high-risk 
family backgrounds.
Using data from the ECLS-K, Zill and West (2001) found that 46% of the 
entering kindergartners had one or more of four risk factors identified in the Zill and 
Collins (1995) study and 16% had two or more risk factors. Approximately 50% of those 
children with two or more risk factors scored in the bottom quartile in early reading, 
mathematics, and general knowledge. Zill and West also found that children with risk 
factors had poorer health and were less likely to exhibit positive social behaviors or 
positive approaches to learning.
Other researchers (Lee & Burkham, 2002) employing the ECLS-K data set found 
that, prior to starting kindergarten, children from the highest socioeconomic families 
scored 60% higher on cognitive tests than children from the lowest socioeconomic 
families. Lee and Burkham noted that children from low socioeconomic families who had 
attended a center-based preschool demonstrated higher achievement levels than their 
peers who had not attended preschool. Gershoff (2003) utilized the ECLS-K data and 
found that socioeconomic status affected student achievement. Children from families 
with incomes below 200% of the federal poverty level scored below average in reading,
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math, and general knowledge. They also had lower levels of social competence and 
self-regulation.
The most recent study, Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Birth Cohort 
(ECLS-B), has followed a nationally representative sample of children bom in 2001. In 
their first report, Chernoff, Flanagan, McPhee, and Park (2007) noted that 65% of 
children between 48 and 57 months of age w'ere proficient on a mathematics assessment; 
however, only 40% of children from low socioeconomic families were proficient as 
compared to 87% of children from high socioeconomic families.
Socioeconomic status has affected children’s early academic skill development in 
prekindergarten programs as well. Barbarin et al. (2006) found that low socioeconomic 
status accounted for poorer performances across every school readiness domain in 
prekindergarten programs across five states. After accounting for socioeconomic status, 
marital status was not a factor that significantly affected a child’s competencies in 
language, math, or behavior.
Finally, Magnuson et al. (2004) used the ECLS-K data to study the effect 
participation in an early education program had on early reading and math skills upon 
entry into kindergarten. Their study found that children who had attended a center- or 
school-based preschool program the year prior to kindergarten entry scored higher on 
reading and math tests upon entry into kindergarten and were less likely to repeat 
kindergarten. Furthermore, these effects were highest for disadvantaged children and 
those who had attended a prekindergarten program.
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Parents and the Home Environment
A historical review of early childhood education beginning in ancient Greece 
around 1000 B.C. through the l°90s (Lascarides & Hinitz, 2000) found that parents have 
always held the primary responsibility for teaching their children the necessary skills to 
live in their societies. Prior to formal school age, parents have had complete control over 
their children’s early care and education (Bowman, 2003). This parent-child relationship 
has influenced the nation’s policies on early childhood education and has limited the 
involvement of the federal government. Recent brain research (Shore, 2003) has found 
that the responsi ve care of a young child is critical to their later social-emotional and 
cognitive development. Secure attachments to a primary caregiver at age 1 predicted 
positive teacher ratings, fewer behavioral problems, and better social relations with peers 
upon entry to school (Sroufe, 2005).
Researchers have found that appropriate home learning experiences as well as the 
quality of a home literacy environment positively affected young children’s cognitive, 
language, reading readiness, and later school success (De Jong & Leseman, 2001; 
Dickinson & McCabe, 2001; Foster, Lambert, Abbott-Shim, McCarty, & Franze, 2005; 
Payne, Whitehurst, & Angell, 1994; Poe, Burchinal, & Roberts, 2004). Parents with 
higher education and a strong belief regarding their important role in their child’s 
education were more actively engaged in home education activities (Waanders,
Mendez, & Downer, 2007).
Other researchers have noted the relationship between the parent-child 
relationship and school readiness. Hill (2001) found that maternal responsiveness was 
positively related to children’s development of prereading and premath readiness skills.
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Pianta, Nimetz, and Bennett (1997) observed that an affective and age appropriate 
mother-child relationship predicted positive social-emotional skills in kindergarten. 
Finally, Parker, Boak, Griffin, Ripple, and Peay (1999") noted that the affective 
characteristics of a parent-child relationship promoted cognitive development.
Recognizing the importance of parents in their young children’s lives, some states 
have utilized home visiting programs to teach parents how to provide an enriched home 
environment that supports young children’s learning. Researchers investigating the 
effects of one of these home visiting programs, Parents as Teachers, found that very 
low-income families benefited more than middle-income families on measures of 
parenting and child outcomes (Wagner, Spiker, & Linn, 2002). An analysis of home 
intervention studies (Bakermans-Kranenburg, van IJzendoom, & Bradley, 2005) found 
early intervention in the home environment was effective for all parents; however, 
middle-class, nonadolescent mothers demonstrated larger gains than low-income 
adolescent mothers, particularly in the areas of parental involvement and responsivity.
Living in poverty increases a child’s exposure to negative environments and 
experiences (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). Children who live with abuse, neglect, or 
trauma are more likely to experience more long-term, adverse developmental delays than 
children who spend their preschool years in nurturing environments (Shore, 2003). In a 
longitudinal study of high risk families, Sroufe, Egeland, and Kreutzer (1984) found that 
children born into poverty demonstrated a gradual decline in cognitive, social, and motor 
development as they matured. A family’s socioeconomic resources are highly related to 
the home learning environment (Shonkoff & Phillips. 2000). Smith, Brooks-Gunn, and 
Klebanov (1997) observed that positive home learning environments attributed to the
higher test scores of high-income versus low-income preschool children. In their study of 
vocabulary development. Hart and Risley (2003) found that by 3 years of age, children 
from the highest socioeconomic families had been exposed to 30 million more words 
than children from the lowest socioeconomic families.
In an analysis of the U.S. Department of Education’s Early Childhood 
Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Cohort (ECLS-K), Lee and Burkham (2002) 
investigated the relationship of socioeconomic status to home activities associated with 
learning. These home activities included (a) hours spent watching television, (b) quantity 
of children’s books available in the home, (c) hours that parents spent reading to their 
children, (d) library use, and (e) presence of a computer in the home. They discovered 
that income was inversely related to the number of hours spent watching television. As a 
family’s income went up, the number of hours children watched television went down. 
Children from high socioeconomic homes owned three times more books than children 
from low socioeconomic homes. Frequency of visits to the library and times parents spent 
reading to their children each week demonstrated a positive linear relationship to 
socioeconomic status. The higher the socioeconomic status, the more times per week 
parents read to their children and the more frequent trips they made to the library. Finally, 
four times as many high socioeconomic families owned computers than low 
socioeconomic families.
Children can thrive in environments that are nurturing, secure, responsive, and 
stimulating when engaged in a caring, responsive relationship with at least one parent or 
primary caregiver (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). However, young children who live in 
poverty or with other risk factors associated w'ith adverse development are more likely to
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experience school success if they attend high quality early childhood programs (Bowman, 
Donovan, & Bums, 2000).
Impact of High Quality Preschool Programs 
State-funded Prekindergarten Programs
As states have increased their involvement with prekindergarten programs, 
researchers have proportionately increased their investigations into the impacts of those 
state-funded prekindergarten programs. The results of these studies have strengthened the 
research on the positive el fects of state-funded prekindergarten programs and have 
identified standards associated with quality prekindergarten programs.
Combining the data from two multi-state studies of prekindergarten, the National 
Center for Early Development and Learning (NCEDL) provided information on 
prekindergarten programs from 11 states (Early et al., 2005). These states included 
California, Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky, New York, and Ohio from the Multi-state Study 
of Prekindergarten and Massachusetts, New Jersey, Texas, Washington, and Wisconsin 
from the State-Wide Early Education Programs (SWEEP). Approximately 53% of the 
prekindergarten classrooms were located in a public school facility while 15% were 
combined with a Head Start program.
Early et al. (2005) found that most of these states had begun prekindergarten 
programs as an attempt to reduce the achievement gap between children from high and 
low socioeconomic families. The majority of children enrolled in these state 
prekindergarten programs were from low-income families and had mothers with low 
levels of education. Upon completion of prekindergarten, these students had more skills
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in the areas of language, literacy, and numeracy and achieved closer to the national norms 
than when they began.
Another multi-state prekindergarten program study included Michigan, New 
Jersey, Oklahoma, South Carolina, and West Virginia (Barnett et al., 2005; Barnett, Jung, 
Lamy, Wong, & Cook, 2007). In this study, children who had attended a state sponsored 
prekindergarten program demonstrated a 13% increase in math scores and a 17% increase 
in print concepts. Only children in Oklahoma and South Carolina who qualified for free 
or reduced lunch made gains 8% higher than children from upper-income families.
Besides these multi-state studies, researchers have investigated the effects of 
prekindergarten programs within individual states. The Michigan School Readiness 
Program (MSRP) began servicing at risk 4-year-olds in 1985 (Xiang & Schweinhart, 
2002). Children who participated in the MSRP during the 1995-1996 program year 
outperformed their peers of similar age and socioeconomic background who did not 
attend the program. In grade four, 24% more MSRP participants passed the literacy test, 
16% more passed the mathematics test, and 35% were less likely to repeat a grade.
In 1995, Georgia earned the distinction of being the first state in the nation to 
offer universal prekindergarten (Henry et al., 2005). Between 2001 and 2004, the Georgia 
Early Childhood Study found that preschool children who had attended the state-funded 
preschools exceeded the national norms and made significant gains in math, phonemic 
awareness, expressive language, letter and word recognition.
Oklahoma has offered universal prekindergarten to all 4-year-olds since 1998 and 
has served the largest percentage, 66%, of eligible 4-year-olds than any other state. 
Gorrnley et al. (2005) found that children who attended the Tulsa, Oklahoma,
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prekindergarten program made significant gains on cognitive tests of prereading, reading, 
prewriting, spelling, math, and problem solving. Contrary to earlier research (Gormley & 
Gayer, 2005) that reported gains only for children from the lowest socioeconomic levels, 
children from all racial- ethnic and income groups benefited from the prekindergarten 
program.
In 1998, the New Jersey Supreme Court mandated the implementation of the 
Abbott preschool programs in the highest poverty districts. In 1999, the first Abbott 
preschool programs began. Data available from the Abbott Preschool Program 
Longitudinal Effects Study (Frede et al., 2007) found that children who had attended one 
of the Abbott preschool programs made substantial gains in language, literacy, and 
mathematics and these gains were sustained through their kindergarten school year. 
Furthermore, children who had attended an Abbott preschool for two years outperformed 
those who had only attended one year. Those children who had attended for two years 
closed almost half the gap between their scores and the national average in vocabulary by 
the end of their kindergarten year.
Other states have noted similar results with evaluations of their prekindergarten 
programs. New Mexico, North Carolina, and South Carolina have all reported positive 
achievement gains (Browning, Daniel-Echols, & Xiang, 2006; Hustedt, Barnett, & Jung, 
2007; Peisner -Feinberg & Schaaf, 2007). In its first year of implementation, children who 
attended the New Mexico prekindergarten during the 2005-2006 program year made 
significant gains in vocabulary, math, and print concepts. These gains were comparable 
to those made in the Oklahoma prekindergarten study (Gormley et al., 2005).
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Even with Florida, Georgia, and Oklahoma moving toward universal access, most 
of the children served in the state-funded prekindergarten programs have come from 
families with multiple risk factors and inadequate resources (Barbarin et al., 2006).
While the majority of states providing prekindergarten have targeted only those children 
at risk (Barnett, Brown, & Shore, 2004), proponents of universal prekindergarten have 
argued that targeted prekindergarten programs have not reached every at risk child and 
have tended to be lower in quality.
Kindergarten teachers in three nationwide surveys (Espinosa et al, 1997; PNC 
Financial Services Group, Inc., 2007; Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000) have indicated that a 
significant percentage of the children entering kindergarten were unprepared for learning. 
That percentage included children from all income levels. Upon entry into kindergarten, 
children from middle-income families have lagged significantly behind their wealthier 
peers in social and cognitive skills (Barnett et al., 2004) and yet middle-income families 
have not qualified for most targeted prekindergarten programs.
While approximately 50% of state-funded prekindergartens have been located 
within the public school setting (Clifford et al., 2005), recent research (Magnuson,
Ruhm, & Waldfogel, 2007) has found that children who attended prekindergarten within 
the public school setting achieved greater increases in reading and math achievement and 
demonstrated fewer behavioral problems than those who attended prekindergarten 
outside of the public school setting. The researchers cautioned that further research 
should determine if any program quality standards contributed to this effect.
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Longitudinal Preschool Studies
Over the past few decades, researchers have investigated the long-term outcomes 
that attendance in high quality preschool programs had for children living in poverty. The 
resulting body of accumulated research has confirmed that children who lived in poverty 
and attended a high quality preschool setting experienced improvements in cognitive 
achievements, a reduction in special education services, lower high school drop out rates, 
lower welfare usage, and increased lifetime earnings (Schweinhart, 2000). Three of the 
best-known longitudinal studies of the long-term benefits of attending a high quality 
preschool are the High/Scope Perry Preschool Study, the Chicago Longitudinal Study, 
and the Abecedarian Project. Each of these preschool projects enrolled young children 
living in poverty, provided them with high quality early education, and studied the 
resulting effects into adulthood.
High/Scope Perry Preschool Study
The first of these preschool projects, the High/Scope Perry Preschool Study, has 
provided the strongest evidence of the preschool effect on later school achievement, 
social responsibility, and socioeconomic success. Due to its strong research design, the 
High/Scope Perry Preschool Study has provided the standard against which to measure 
other similar studies (Berrueta-Clement, Schweinhart, Barnett, Epstein, & Weikart, 1984; 
Schweinhart, 2000). The three major strengths of this study were (a) random assignment 
of participants to control and study groups, (b) minimal attrition of participants, and 
(c) consistent patterns of effects from preschool into the adult years.
The High/Scope Perry Preschool Project served 3- and 4-year-olds living in 
poverty from a predominantly low-income African America neighborhood in Ypsilanti,
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Michigan. These children attended preschool for two and one half hours per day, five 
days per week for seven and one half months. Each of the preschool teachers had 
bachelor’s degrees, used a research-based curriculum, and served five to six children. 
During their school careers, the program group outperformed their peers on cognitive, 
language, and school achievement tests; required less special education; and were more 
likely to graduate from high school (Berrueta-Clement et al., 1984; Schweinhart, 2000; 
Schweinhart & Weikart, 2002).
The latest follow-up study (Schweinhart et ah, 2005) of the Perry Preschool 
participants at age 40 found these adults had outperformed their peers who had not 
attended the preschool in the educational, economic, social responsibility areas. At the 
age of 40 years, a greater percentage of those individuals who had attended the Perry 
Preschool were employed, owned a home, possessed one or two vehicles, had higher 
annual earnings, and were more likely to have a savings account. Finally, the program 
group had significantly fewer arrests for violent, property, and drug crimes. Based on 
these positive outcomes, economists have calculated a $ 17 economic return for every 
dollar invested.
Chicago Longitudinal Study
Beginning in 1985, the Chicago Longitudinal Study investigated the educational 
and social outcomes for over 1,000 children through age 22 years from high poverty 
Chicago neighborhoods (Ou & Reynolds, 2006; Reynolds & Ou, 2004). With federal 
funding from Title I, these Chicago Child-Parent Centers (CPCs) provided family 
supports and a comprehensive education program to low-income preschoolers from 
preschool through third grade. The education program consisted of a half-day preschool
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program for 3- and 4-year-olds offered during the regular school program year with an 
additional eight-week summer program. Children enrolled in the CPCs also received 
meals and health screenings.
When compared to the control group who did not attend preschool, the children 
who attend the CPC preschools had significantly higher levels of school readiness upon 
kindergarten entry (Reynolds, 2003; Reynolds & Temple, 1998; Reynolds et al., 2003). 
During their school years, the CPC preschoolers had significantly lower levels of grade 
retention and special education placement and they spent significantly fewer years in 
special education. At age 18, those who had participated in the CPC preschool had lower 
rates of arrests. By age 22, the young adults who had attended the CPC preschool 
outperformed the control group (Ou & Reynolds, 2006) with significantly higher 
(a) grades completed, (b) high school completion rates, and (c) rates of college 
attendance. Based on these educational and behavioral outcomes, a benefit-cost analysis 
calculated that each dollar invested in the CPC preschool returned $7.
Abecedarian Project
The Abecedarian Project investigated the benefits of providing early childhood 
intervention within a childcare setting to African American children from low-income 
families (Ramey et al., 2000). This longitudinal study followed approximately 100 
participants from infancy through age 22. The Abecedarian Project provided four 
different treatment groups: (a) preschool services only, (b) preschool services with 
intervention into the primary grades, (c) intervention in the primary grades only, or (c) no 
treatment. The preschool education program began at infancy and ended at kindergarten
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entry while the school intervention program began with kindergarten and concluded at 
the end of the second grade.
Upon entry into kindergarten, the children who had received the preschool 
program scored significantly higher on tests of cognitive ability. At the 8-year, 12-year, 
and 15-year follow-ups, those students who had attended the Abecedarian preschool 
attained significantly higher scores on cognitive, reading, and math tests and 
demonstrated significantly fewer grade retentions and special education placements. 
These results were strongest for students who had also received the school intervention 
program (Campbell & Ramey, 1995; Ramey et ah, 2000).
At age 22, those participants who had attended the preschool outperformed the 
controls (Campbell et ah, 2002) on several key indicators: (a) higher cognitive, math, and 
reading test scores; (b) more years of formal schooling; and (c) increased college 
enrollment. An initial comparative benefit-cost analysis of the Abecedarian program 
reported $4 saved for every dollar invested (Masse & Barnett, 2002) while a later 
reanalysis of the Abecedarian program data calculated a 7% rate of return (Bamett & 
Masse, 2007).
Head Start
In 1965, the federal government established Head Start to provide a school 
readiness program for young children and their families living at or below the federal 
poverty guidelines. Head Start has promoted school readiness through fne delivery of 
comprehensive services including educational, health, nutritional, and social services to 
enrolled preschool children and their families. Since its inception, the Department of 
Health and Human Services has awarded Head Start grants directly to the applicant
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grantee agencies and has maintained direct responsibility for monitoring each program’s 
compliance with the Head Start Program Performance Standards (Ripple, Gilliam, 
Chanana, & Zigler, 1999). During the Fiscal Year 2006, Head Start served 909,201 
eligible 3- and 4-year-old children at an average cost per child of $7,209 (Administration 
for Children and Families, 2007). That number included only 9% of the nation’s 3- and 
4-year-olds (Barnett et ah, 2006) while approximately 21% lived in poverty (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2006).
Throughout its 40-year history, researchers have argued over the short- and 
long-term benefits Head Start has provided. An early study (Westinghouse Learning 
Corporation, 1969) found that the preschool children who had attended the initial Head 
Start summer program did not gain on intelligence tests scores or other measures of 
affective learning. Opponents of Head Start have continued to cite this study despite a 
later reanalysis (Brown, 1978) who found social development gains. A more recent study 
of short-term gains (Abbott-Shimm, Lambert, & McCarty, 2003) found that Head Start 
participants made significant gains in receptive vocabulary and phonemic awareness 
when compared to the control group.
While several studies have attempted to gauge the long-term effects of Head Start, 
the researchers have advised that data limitations were highly susceptible to analytical 
assumptions and public policymakers should not utilize the reported long-term effects to 
develop public policy (Barnett & Hustedt, 2005). Other researchers (Lee, Brooks-Gunn, 
Schnur, & Liaw, 1990) found that African American children who had attended Head 
Start demonstrated increases in their cognitive ability and social competence and these 
effects continued through the first grade. Additional research studies (Currie & Thomas,
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1995; Garccs, Thomas, & Currie, 2002) also found that Head Start participation had 
long- term effects for particular subgroups. For whites and Latinos, these effects included
(a) higher scores on vocabulary tests, (b) reduction in grade repetition, and (c) higher 
rates of high school graduation and college attendance. For African Americans, the 
effects included fewer arrests and convictions. Currie and Thomas (2000) found that 
African American children who had attended Head Start were more likely than other 
African American children who did not attend Head Start to enroll in schools of poorer 
quality in which all the students have lower test scores. They suggested that attendance in 
poorer quality schools could promote the reported fading effect of gains made in Head 
Start.
In 2002, a longitudinal study investigating the effects of Head Start on school 
readiness began. Puma, Bell, Cook, Heid, and Lopez (2005) reported significant first year 
findings for the cognitive, social-emotional, and health domains. In the cognitive domain, 
significant effects were found in prereading, prewriting, vocabulary, and parent reports of 
their children’s literacy skills. Utilizing parent reports, only children who had entered 
Head Start as 3-year-olds made significant gains in problem behaviors. Even though the 
Head Start children still performed below the national average levels, participation in 
Head Start for one year cut the achievement gap in half.
Public School Implementation and Administration 
of Preschool Programs
Prior studies investigating the implementation of early childhood programs within 
the pub’ie school setting have focused primarily on programs for young children with 
disabilities or state-funded prekindergarten. However, one study (Rust, 1993) utilized
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change process research to examine the internal and external factors that influenced the 
implementation of an extended day kindergarten into two different public school systems. 
Rust found that successful implementation of extended day kindergarten required (a) a 
shared vision, (b) involvement of key stakeholders with the planning process, (c) support 
and leadership from central office and individual school administrators, and (d) early 
childhood teachers serving as change agents to educate the school administrators and 
teaching staff on the guiding principles of early childhood education. Rust defined key 
stakeholders as parents, teachers, administrators, community leaders, and the school 
board members.
Inclusive Preschool Programs
Studies investigating elementary principals’ perceptions regarding 
implementation of inclusive preschool programs within the public school setting 
(Brotherson et al., 2001; Gallagher et al., 1992) found that principals most frequently 
cited barriers related to limited resources including (a) facilities, (b) funding, (c) time, 
and (d) qualified early childhood special education teachers. These elementary principals 
acknowledged their lack of familiarity with the federal regulations surrounding early 
childhood education and special education. Brotherson et al. noted that the elementary 
principals in the study discussed their needs in terms of what the families, community 
programs, and others should do rather than what they could contribute to the solution. 
While the principals suggested collaborations between the medical, social service, and 
community preschool programs, they were uncertain as to who would facilitate those 
collaborations. The researchers in both studies concluded that few principals have had 
any training or experience with early childhood education or special education and
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contended that school administrators would need information on child development and 
developmentally appropriate curriculum to integrate preschool programs into the 
mainstream of the elementary school.
An additional study investigating the implementation of inclusive preschool 
programs (Lieber et al., 2000) found that the role key personnel played was the strongest 
factor supporting or impeding the initiation and implementation process. These key 
personnel included teachers, principals, and superintendents. Although support from 
these key personnel was critical to successful innovation and implementation, support 
and advocacy was essential to implement the change district wide. Besides personnel, 
other factors that supported the implementation process were (a) a shared vision 
regarding inclusion, (b) state and national policies concerning inclusion, (c) staff training 
on inclusion strategies, (d) organization structures that facilitated inclusion efforts within 
the individual classrooms and among community agencies, and (e) community and 
family advocates.
State-funded Prekindergarten
Another body of research explored the implementation of state-funded 
prekindergarten programs. With the advent of state-funded prekindergarten programs in 
New York, Birmingham (1990) examined school administrators’ perspectives on the role 
o f the public school in providing education to 4-year-olds. Several years later following 
the passage of the 1997 Universal Prekindergarten Law in New York, Carr (2006) 
investi gated the impact of that law on prekindergarten implementation. Both Birmingham 
and Carr identified barriers to successful program implementation similar to those 
identified in the Brotherson et al. (2001) and the Gallagher et al. (1992) studies. These
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barriers included inadequate facilities, transportation, funding, as well as a shortage of 
qualified staff. Birmingham found that while New York developed regulations governing 
the implementation of the prekindergarten programs, the local school administrators 
expressed their desire to implement prekindergarten programs that met their local 
community needs and to provide input to the state policy makers regarding the 
development and implementation of these programs at the local level.
In a case study of Jersey City’s prekindergarten implementation, Galban (1996) 
identified five factors that supported implementation: (a) adequate funding, (b) state and 
district support, (c) collaboration with Head Start and other community agencies,
(d) successful staff development, and (e) parent involvement. The factor that most 
hindered the implementation process was not involving the school principals. Leaving out 
the school principals contributed to their lack of knowledge regarding the program’s 
philosophy and their initial difficulties integrating the prekindergarten program into the 
elementary school structure. In spite of this initial omission, the elementary school 
principals emerged as key players in the successful implementation of the 
prekindergarten programs within the elementary school structure. Inadequate funding and 
space were two factors identified by the state and school district administrators that 
would most hinder continuation and expansion of the prekindergarten program.
Investigating state implementation of prekindergarten programs, Christina and 
Nicholson-Goodman (2005) found key stakeholders in those states challenged by their 
attempts to provide universal and comprehensive high quality prekindergarten programs. 
These key stakeholders cited funding limitations as a major barrier in providing universal 
access and comprehensive services. Most states have continued to target prekindergarten
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access to a specified group, usually those at risk for future school failure. Those few 
states that have provided access to more children have integrated community early 
childhood and Head Start programs into their state prekindergarten system. State driven 
accountability systems that focused wholly on academic standards have limited the 
provision of comprehensive services. In this study, comprehensive services included 
transportation, wraparound childcare, and social services. These states also struggled with 
the lack of high quality staff and the perceived competition between educational 
institutions and human service agencies providing private preschool and childcare 
services.
These studies (Birmingham, 1990; Brotherson et al., 2001; Carr, 2006;
Christina & Nicholson-Goodman, 2005; Galban, 1996; Gallagher et ah, 1992) explored 
the factors that support or impede implementation of inclusive preschools and state- 
funded prekindergartens. However, these studies did not address those factors that 
support or impede the initiation, implementation, or continuation of a prekindergarten 
program within a public school setting in a state that did not fund public prekindergarten.
Quality Standards
With the rapid growth of state-funded prekindergartens, Barnett et ah (2006) 
evaluated the quality of these programs based on quality standards set by the National 
Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER). During the 2005-2006 program year, 
only 2 states met all 10 standards while 16 more made progress toward attaining more 
benchmarks than the previous year. These quality standards included:
® Comprehensive early learning standards
® Teachers with Bachelors degrees and specialized prekindergarten training
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• Assistant teachers with child development associates
• 15 hours of annual in-service training
• Class sizes of 20 or less
• Staff-child ratios of 1 to 10 or better
• Minimum of 1 support service
• At least 1 meal per day
• Ongoing site monitoring visits
In another investigation of quality standards, Frede (1998) found model programs 
like the Perry Preschool and the Abecedarian programs shared these standards: (a) strong 
language component, (b) research-based curriculum, (c) qualified staff and supervisors, 
(d) small class sizes with high teacher-child ratios, and (e) strong partnerships with 
parents. These model programs demonstrated much stronger effects than those realized 
by state-funded prekindergarten systems; however, the cost per child for these model 
programs was much greater than state-funded prekindergartens. Commenting on the 
balance between quality and funding, Zigler et al. (2006) noted, “Trying to reduce costs 
by reducing qualiiy is a waste of money because the desired outcomes will not be 
realized” (p. 257).
Finding a balance between expensive model programs and minimally funded state 
prekindergarten programs, Zigler et al. (2006) proposed that states fund their 
prekindergarten programs at levels that would provide the following quality standards:
® Teachers with Bachelors degrees or higher including specialized training in 
early childhood education.
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® Teaching assistants with CDAs or an associate degree in early childhood 
education.
• Teachers compensated at the same levels as elementary teachers.
• Staff to child ratios of 10 to 1 or fewer depending or he presence of 
preschool children with special needs.
® Program options including full-day and two-year programs.
• Research-based curriculum that has demonstrated growth in children’s school 
readiness skills including both academic and social-emotional skills.
• Specific parent involvement strategies.
• On-site monitoring of the quality of education.
• Adequate funding levels that support the provision of high-quality services.
Incorporating these structural standards, Zigler et al. (2006) suggested a model for
prekindergarten that emphasized quality and comprehensiveness. This model’s 
components included (a) two years of prekindergarten services for 3- and 4-year-olds;
(b) public school district administration; (c) comprehensive services including health 
screenings, family support services, and transportation; (d) transition, and follow-up 
services into kindergarten and the early grades; and (e) child and program assessments to 
measure child progress and program effectiveness.
Zigler et al. (2006) listed several reasons for public school systems administering 
the prekindergarten programs. They argued that the prekindergarten programs should be 
located in the elementary schools due to (a) availability of qualified teaching and support 
staff, (b) appropriate wage compensation for staff, (c) physical accessibility to families, 
(d) smoother transitions into kindergarten, and (e) access to support services including
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special education, mental health, transportation, and school nutrition programs. Reynolds 
(2003) contended that locating prekindergarten within the public school system has 
provided the advantages of a single administration system including supervision by the 
school principal and proximity to the kindergarten and primary grade classrooms.
While Zigler et al. (2006) acknowledged their preferences for locating 
prekindergarten programs within the public school setting, they acknowledged that 
prekindergarten programs could be provided in community settings as long as a single 
agency he’d oversight responsibility. Most states have utilized other community agencies 
and Head Start programs to provide their prekindergarten services. Three major models 
have depicted the range of service delivery systems states have utilized (National 
Prekindergarten Center, 2004). In the first model, states have supplemented Head Start 
programs for current services or additional enrollment slots. In the second model, the 
public schools have received state funds and then subcontracted with community 
providers. Finally, in the third model, states have directly funded a variety of local 
entities including Head Start programs, public schools, and community based providers. 
Proponents of a more diverse delivery system have cited that such an approach would 
(a) offer parents more choices, (b) maximize use of facilities and early childhood 
expertise within a community, (c) minimize transportation needs of half-day, 
school-based programs, and (d) encourage higher quality early care and education within 
community based settings.
Conceptual Framework
Introducing prekindergarten programs within a school district will necessitate 
change. Over the past 30 years, change process researchers have found that the
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uniqueness of each setting has prevented the generalization of results from one setting to 
another (Fullan, 2001). Those investigating change within the school setting (Berman & 
McLaughlin, 1977, 1978, 1979; Fullan, 2001; Fluberrnan & Miles, 1984) have 
conceptualized three expansive phases to the change process model: (a) initiation,
(b) implementation, and (c) continuation. Fullan (2001) proposed that change is a 
continuous interactive process rather than a single, isolated event; therefore, the factors 
operating at any phase of the change process can interact with one another and affect the 
process at any of the previous stages. These researchers have identified several factors 
affecting each broad phase of the change process- initiation, implementation, and 
continuation.
Initiation
Researchers have referred to the first phase of the change process as initiation, 
mobilization, or adoption. Berman and McLaughlin (1978) have classified this phase as 
the most critical stage in the change process. During this first phase, which shall be called 
the initiation phase, someone has identified the need for change, has identified or 
developed an innovation, and has proceeded to gather support to adopt the innovation. In 
their investigation of innovations adopted by 12 school sites, Huberman and Miles (1984) 
found that changing demographics resulting in a needy school population often put 
environmental pressure on the school district to adopt an innovation.
While the majority of new ideas came from outside the school districts studied, 
central office personnel most frequently promoted the innovations and made the final 
decisions regarding their adoption (Huberman & Miles, 1984). Although central office 
administrators consulted with the building principals at times, principals did not play a
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major role in the decision to adopt the innovation. Within smaller school districts, the 
elementary and secondary principals were more involved in the adoption decision.
Central off ce administrators seldom involved teachers in the final adoption decision and 
most of the teaching staff indicated that administrative pressure was their primary 
motivator to adopt the innovation. In contrast, the central office administrators indicated 
that their primary reason for adopting the innovation was to improve classroom 
instruction and overall district management. Interestingly, few school districts adopted an 
innovation to solve a problem identified by the teaching staff or administration.
Fullan (2001) identified several factors that could influence initiation of a change 
process: (a) existence of quality innovations; (b) access to innovations; (c) advocacy from 
central administration, school administrators, and teachers; (d) external change agents;
(e) community pressure, support, or apathy; (f) new policy and funding from the federal, 
state, or local levels; and (g) bureaucratic or problem solving orientation. Fullan (2001) 
noted that any one of these factors alone or in combination with one another could initiate 
change for a variety of reasons. When school administrators adopted an innovation for 
bureaucratic reasons, they had more interest in the image and power of the innovation 
than the educational impacts. On the other hand, school administrators who wanted to 
develop a school district’s capacity to initiate change at the local level usually adopted a 
problem solving approach.
Successful initiation has presented several dilemmas. School leaders were faced 
with the decision to seek agreement from the majority of their staff or to move quickly 
into implementation. While assertive leadership has not always led to successful 
implementation, Fullan (2001) identified two change process situations compatible with
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assertive leaders: (a) implementing an idea that works and (b) empowering staff to make 
choices.
Implementation
Change process researchers have referred to the second phase as implementation. 
Fullan (2001) defined implementation as the “process of putting into practice an idea, 
program, or set of activities and structures new to the people attempting or expected to 
change” (p. 69). Berman and McLaughlin (1978) identified factors that positively 
affected a program’s implementation as well as those that did not have a positive impact. 
Factors that did not positively affect the implementation of a new project included the 
educational methods used and the project resources. Berman and McLaughlin (1978) 
found projects with the same educational methods produced varying outcomes dependent 
upon the implementation strategies utilized while projects with plentiful resources were 
no more successfully implemented than projects with limited resources. Huberman and 
Miles (1984) found the presence of a problem solving orientation, a comprehensive 
innovation, and moderate funding were good predictors of organizational change.
Fullan (2001) assigned factors affecting implementation into three major 
categories: (a) characteristics of change, (b) local characteristics, and (c) external factors. 
These factors formed an interactive system of variables that could directly affect the 
implementation process. The more factors working together to support implementation, 
the more likely a change in practice will occur.
Characteristics o f Change
The four factors describing the characteristics of the change included (a) need for 
innovation, (b) clarity of the goals and means of the innovation, (c) complexity of the
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innovation, and (d) quality and practicality of the innovation (Fullan, 2001). First, the 
innovation must be compatible with the needs of the school district. Second, the teachers 
must understand the goals of the innovation in order to change their own teaching 
practice. Third, complex changes must receive greater support and assistance although 
they hold greater the potential for change as well as failure. Fourth, large-scale changes 
must receive attention to quality at the onset of implementation. In their study 
surrounding the effectiveness of federal programs, Berman and McLaughlin (1978) found 
that challenging innovations promoted change if the teachers understood the project’s 
goals and principles; however, the implementation strategies determined the success or 
failure of the program implementation. Finally, adequate materials and staff support were 
necessary to achieve lasting change.
Huberman and Miles (1984) observed that adequate resources and materials, a 
general degree of preparedness, user commitment and understanding, and adequate skills 
and training were important to early implementation success. However, ongoing 
assistance and in-service training directed toward the staff using the new programs had 
the most impact on increasing commitment and successful implementation. This ongoing 
assistance included training, user meetings, materials, site visits, and administrative 
support.
Local Characteristics
Local factors affecting school change encompassed the school district, school 
board, community, principal, and teachers (Berman & McLaughlin, 19/7; Fullan, 2001; 
Huberman & Miles, 1984). First, a school district’s history with other implementation 
efforts can affect how the school personnel will embrace further change. Second, changes
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in the demographics resulting in more high need students can pressure school districts to 
adopt innovations. Third, the involvement of school district administration can bo critical 
to quality implementation of district wide changes. Unless the school board and school 
district administrators can support one another, change will not occur. Finally, effective 
parent-teacher relationships have existed in schools that successfully implemented 
change.
External Factors
Externa; factors affecting change were state and federal departments of education, 
philanthropic foundations, and other research and development entities (Fullan, 2001). 
New legislation and policies reforming education have pressured local school districts to 
change. While the government has mandated large-scale school reform, the 
administrators from those federal agencies have traditionally dedicated little time and 
funding to assist with program implementation. This lack of assistance has decreased the 
likelihood of effectively implementing these large-scale reforms.
Continuation
Finally, change process researchers have labeled the third phase of the change 
process as the continuation or in dtutionalization of the innovation. Huberman and Miles 
(1984) defined institutionalization as the “presence of organizational conditions that 
signal routinization of the innovation” (p. 207). Following early implementation, 
stabilization of use resulted from follow-up assistance, support from the school district, 
and commitment to the innovation. Nevertheless, stabilization of use did not guarantee 
continuation in the absence of funding or administrative and user support.
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Institutionalizing an innovation into the organizational structure of the school 
assisted its continuation (Huberman & Miles, 1984). Schools that institutionalized an 
innovation or reform made organizational changes that included (a) mandating the 
innovation; (b) integrating it into the curriculum, training, and budget cycles; and
(c) altering work related practices. The most robust institutionalization was associated 
with administrative pressure, user support, good relations between the teachers and 
administrators, as well as limited staff and administration turnover. A strong commitment 
from the central administration combined with mandated use of the innovation provided 
the greatest institutionalization (Fullan, 2001; Huberman & Miles, 1984). Conversely, 
Berman and McLaughlin (1977) found lack of funding, professional development, 
interest, and administrative support caused the discontinuance of an innovation.
Roles o f the Stakeholders
As evidenced from the factors affecting the initiation, implementation, and 
continuation of change, major stakeholders have a significant role to play in the change 
process. The stakeholders involved with educational change have included teachers, 
principals, superintendents, school board members, parents, and community 
representatives.
Teachers
While rarely consulted in the decision to adopt a major innovation, school 
administrators have expected teachers to carry the major workload in putting the 
innovation into practice. Huberman and Miles (1984) noted that teachers most often 
listed administrative pressure as the reason for implementing an innovation. Seldom did 
the innovation originate from a need perceived by the teachers. Fullan (2001) suggested
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that “educational change depends on what teachers do and think” (p. 115). Successful 
implementation of change at the teacher level has been more likely when teachers have 
opportunities to interact with one another as well as with those providing training or 
assistance. These shared opportunities have allowed teachers to develop a mutual 
understanding of the values and assumptions underlying an innovation.
Principals
Several studies on change and school reformation (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977; 
Fullan, 1992, 2001; Huberman & Miles, 1984; Sarason, 1996) have identified the 
principal as key to successful implementation and continuation. These researchers found 
that the principal was in the best position to create a school culture that supported and 
promoted the implementation of meaningful change. Principals could employ practices 
that supported the active role of teachers during the implementation phase. These 
practices included (a) time for teachers to engage in professional conversations about the 
implementation activities, (b) ongoing feedback from other teachers and the building 
principals, (c) initial and ongoing training and in-services, and (d) holding teachers 
accountable for change. Newman, King, and Youngs (2000) found that principals have 
responsibility for enhancing their school’s capacity for change through the development 
of (a) teachers’ knowledge and skills, (b) professional learning communities, (c) program 
coherence that supports student learning, and (d) adequate learning resources.
School Superintendents
In a study of school improvement efforts, Huberman and Miles (1984) found that 
central office personnel promoted innovations and made the final decisions regarding 
their adoption. While most central office administrators selected innovations they
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believed would improve classroom instruction and school wide management, several saw 
the innovation as an opportunity for career advancement. Another study of 
superintendents (Johnson, 1996) found that progressive schools had superintendents who 
actively participated in the change process as role models who mentored and developed 
the managerial capacity of the principals and school board members. In high-performing 
schools, district administrators supported and advised principals but gave them 
responsibility for their own school improvement plans (LaRocque & Coleman, 1989). As 
Negroni, a former superintendent remarked, “Our most critical role at the central office is 
to support learning about learning, especially among principals-who will then do the 
same among teachers in their schools” (Senge et al., 2000, p. 431).
Parents and the Community
Societal changes have placed pressure on public school institutions to assume 
many of the responsibilities that formerly belonged to parents (Glass, 2004). These 
changes have included (a) increasing diversity, (b) increasing rates of children living in 
poverty, (c) more single parent families, (d) decline of extended families, and (e) the 
eroding sense of community between and within social institutions. A U.S. Department 
of Education report confirmed that high-performing schools have found innovative ways 
to involve parents and communities (National Association of State Coordinators of 
Compensatory Education, 1996). Recently, the NCLB Act of 2001 has required that 
schools develop meaningful parent involvement programs that facilitate school 
achievement and success for each child (Epstein & Salinas, 2004).
Contrary to public opinion, Henderson and Mapp (2002) found that parents from 
all socioeconomic levels wanted to be involved in their children’s learning and wanted
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their children to do well in school. The more involved parents become with their child’s 
education, the greater their child’s educational achievements. Henderson and Mapp found 
that students whose parents were involved with their education were more likely to 
(a) earn higher grades and test scores, (b) enroll in higher level classes, (c) pass their 
grades and coursework, (d) demonstrate regular school attendance, (e) develop better 
social skills, (f) adjust well to school, and (g) graduate and enroll in postsecondary 
education.
Schools that have been successful with engaging parents and community 
members from a variety of diverse backgrounds have utilized strategies focused on 
improving student learning (Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Sanders & Harvey, 2002). These 
strategies have included (a) commitment to student learning; (b) administrative support 
and vision for parent and community partnerships; (c) recognition and respect for 
families’ needs, class, and cultural differences; and (d) partnering to share power and 
responsibility. In the process of implementing new programs, Berman and Pauly (1975) 
found that opposition from parents or the community significantly affected the successful 
implementation of a new program.
School Board
Historically, the school board’s role has been to oversee the operations of schools 
within the district (Fullan, 2001). School boards in successful school districts were 
knowledgeable about district programs, held clearly defined goals, and engaged in 
activities that led to the articulation of their values and beliefs (LaRocque & Coleman, 
1989). Obstacles that have prevented school boards from learning and growing included 
(a) fragmented state and federal funding, (b) representation of interests from a narrow
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School boards often have found themselves entangled in the political maze of 
reform initiatives and have randomly adopted one innovation over another without a 
clearly established plan for school improvement (Hess, 1999). Rapid adoption of one 
innovation after another has not allowed time for the institutionalization of the previous 
innovations (Elmore, 2000). Providing the school board with training opportunities 
alongside the school administrators could promote school change and reform if parent 
and community partnerships were simultaneously strengthened (Fullan, 2001; Hill, 
Campbell, & Harvey, 2000).
State Government
Prior school reform studies (Education Commission of the States, 1999, 2000) 
have identified state government involvement as essential to achieve lasting school 
success. State governments can hold school districts accountable, provide support, and 
build capacity (Fullan, 2001). Often, state governments have required school districts to 
adopt new programs without providing the necessary supports for the implementation and 
continuation of new programs. The Education Commission of the States (ECS) found that 
state education agencies can promote successful adoption, implementation, and 
continuation at the school district level by (a) providing specific implementation 
strategies, (b) identifying and providing funding sources, and (c) promoting school 
reform efforts that match the local school district’s needs. States that have implemented 
successful long-term school reform have invested in capacity building and have held 
school districts accountable and providing implementation supports. Fullan (2001)
constituency of voters, (c) large turnover as a result of two- to four-year school board
terms, and (d) public meetings that discourage learning as a team (Senge et al., 2000).
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suggested that state governments must guarantee adequate resources and funding 
throughout the implementation and continuation phases and create public support and 
willingness to pay taxes to sustain high quality public education.
Summary
Prekindergarten in the United States has spread much as kindergarten did years 
earlier, from individual states to school districts to schools (Zigler et al., 2006). 
Approximately 40 states have passed legislation funding prekindergarten. Some states 
have even attempted to fund universal prekindergarten for all 4-year-olds (Barnett 
et ah, 2006). While a few studies have investigated the implementation process of 
state-funded prekindergartens (Birmingham, 1990; Can-, 2006; Galban, 1996), the 
researcher was unable to locate any research that explored implementation of 
prekindergarten programs in states that do not fund prekindergarten. Without state 
funding or guidance, school officials implementing prekindergarten programs must fend 
for themselves. Framing the implementation process within the change model will 
provide structure to an overwhelming task for school administrators who have little 
background or knowledge regarding early childhood programs.
Chapter II examined six areas of the literature related to the education of 
preschool children: (a) history of early childhood education programs, (b) kindergarten 
readiness skill development, (c) impact of high quality preschool programs on later 
school success, (d) public school involvement with preschool programs, (e) research 
based standards for prekindergarten programs, and (f) school change models.
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Chapter III presents the qualitative research design of the study. This chapter 
describes the researcher’s role, case selection, data collection, data analysis, verification, 
and ethical considerations.
Chapter IV describes categories identified from the data collected at both school 
sites. These data include (a) factors that support or impede voluntary initiation, 
implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program within two public school 
settings; (b) the role of key stakeholders; and (c) the effects resulting from the 
implementation or lack of implementation of a prekindergarten program.
Chapter V compares and contrasts the categories identified in each case to the 
findings of other studies investigating (a) state-funded prekindergarten program 
implementation and (b) the change process model as it relates to the implementation of 
new programs within the school setting. This chapter also provides the summary, 
conclusions, and discussion of the study including recommendations for implementing a 
prekindergarten in public school districts located in states without state-funded 
prekindergarten.
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODS 
Introduction
The purpose of this comparative case study was to develop a prekindergarten 
implementation model for public school districts located in states without state-funded 
prekindergarten. This study utilized qualitative case study methods to identify (a) factors 
that support or impede voluntary initiation, implementation, and continuation of a 
prekindergarten program within two public school settings; (b) the role of key 
stakeholders in that process; and (c) the effects resulting from the implementation or lack 
of implementation of a prekindergarten program.
Qualitative research is concerned with “understanding the phenomenon of interest 
from the participants’ perspectives, not the researcher’s” (Merriam, 1998, p. 6). 
Answering the research questions related to the initiation, implementation, and 
continuation of a prekindergarten program from the perspective of those involved 
required a qualitative research approach. Qualitative research investigates a particular 
phenomenon within the setting that it naturally occurs (Marshall & Rossman, 2006) and 
utilizes multiple methods including interviewing, observing, and reviewing documents to 
understand what people have experienced (Rossman & Rallis, 2003). This study 
investigated prekindergarten program implementation within the public school setting
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utilizing multiple methods of data collection including semi-structured interviews, 
nonparticipant observations, and document review.
In the development of this study, the researcher conducted an initial pilot study 
investigating school administrators’ perceptions regarding the role of the public school in 
preparing students for kindergarten. The pilot study was a comparative case study and 
utilized the cases selected for this present study. Data sources for the pilot study included 
semi-structured interviews with the superintendents, elementary principals, and the 
prekindergarten teacher; nonparticipatory observations of a school board meeting at each 
site; and a review of school-related and secondary documents. After analyzing the data 
from the pilot study, the researcher selected the change process model (Berman & 
McLaughlin, 1977, 1978, 1979; Fullan, 1992, 2001; Huberman & Miles, 1984) to 
investigate the phases of change as they related to the voluntary implementation of a 
prekindergarten program within the public school setting.
Previous researchers investigated the implementation of state-funded 
prekindergarten programs (Carr, 2006; Galban, 1996; Gutierrez, 1998) and school 
administrators’ perceptions of providing education for 4-year-olds (Birmingham, 1990). 
These studies did not investigate the voluntary initiation, implementation, and 
continuation of prekindergarten programs within the public school setting in a state that 
did not fund prekindergarten programs.
This chapter presents the research design of the study including the researcher’s 
role, case selection, data collection, data analysis, verification, and ethical considerations. 
This study utilized comparative case study methods to provide an in-depth study that 
included a variety of data collection materials. Data collection included interviews,
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nonparticipatory observations, and school-related documents. Interviewing school 
superintendents, principals, school board members, and teachers; conducting parent 
surveys; reviewing school-related and secondary documents; and observing the 
prekindergarten classroom provided the data necessary to answer the research questions.
Qualitative Methods
As the research took place within the context of the K-12 public school setting, 
the case study methods provided a holistic account of the voluntary implementation of a 
prekindergarten program within the context of the public school setting. Holistic case 
study accounts can offer insights that help structure future research and advance the 
knowledge base in an applied field of study such as education. The heuristic nature of 
case studies can explain why innovations worked or failed to work (Merriam, 1998).
The case study methods provided focus on an issue demonstrated by the case 
(Stake, 1995) and afforded “an in-depth study of this ‘system,’ based on a diverse array 
of data collection materials” (Creswell, 1998, p. 249). The variety of data sources utilized 
in a case study presented an opportunity to collect contextual, descriptive, and detailed 
data well suited to answering the research questions outlined in this study. Interviewing 
school superintendents, principals, school board members, and teachers; conducting 
surveys; reviewing school-related and secondary documents; and observing the 
prekindergarten classroom provided the data necessary to answer the research questions. 
The case study design provided description (Merriam, 1998) of (a) the factors within the 
public school settings that supported or impeded the voluntary initiation, implementation, 
and continuation of a prekindergarten program; (b) the role of key stakeholders; and 
(c) the effects of implementing or not implementing a prekindergarten program from the
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perspective of those involved. Merriam noted that this description allows readers to 
discern how directly their own situations compare to the cases described in this study and 
therefore what part of the findings can then be transferred.
By examining the voluntary implementation of a prekindergarten program within 
the natural setting, this comparative case study established the basis for naturalistic 
generalizations. Naturalistic generalizations are conclusions formed through personal 
experiences (Stake, 1995). These naturalistic generalizations or insights learned from this 
study may assist other school administrators as they struggle with voluntarily 
implementing a prekindergarten program within the public school setting in states that do 
not fund those programs.
Researcher’s Role
In qualitative studies, the researcher is the primary instrument through which all 
data and analyses are filtered. Qualitative researchers interpret others’ perspectives 
through their own personal lenses (Merriam, 1998). The researcher was the Director of 
Preschool Services for Dickinson Public Schools. Her professional career in early 
childhood education spanned 30 years. Having worked within the context of a public 
school setting, the researcher had knowledge of the policies and procedures that guided 
the operation of public schools. The researcher had biases supporting the benefits of a 
high quality preschool education to a child’s later school success. The researcher had no 
direct relationship with the key stakeholders at either of the selected sites. To avoid bias, 
the researcher utilized instrument reviewers who assessed the interview and survey 
questions for bias, clarity and face validity. Following each interview, observation, and 
document review, the researcher wrote analytic memos and bracketed potentially biased
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statements to reduce their impact on the data analysis process. The researcher supported 
her findings with several sources of data.
Case Selection
The selection of the two K-12 public school institutions resulted from two criteria:
(a) location in a state that had not funded public prekindergarten programs and (b) the 
presence or absence of a public prekindergarten program. Hart Public School, a 
pseudonym, had a public prekindergarten program located within its elementary school 
building that was accessible to all preschool children residing in the area. Gateway Public 
School, a pseudonym, did not support or fund a public prekindergarten program within its 
school setting. Both public school institutions were located in a Midwestern state that did 
not fund prekindergarten programs. The use of these contrasting cases can ground a 
single case finding by “specifying how and where and, if possible, why it carries on as it 
does” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 29). Characteristics selected for comparing the two 
public school sites included (a) kindergarten through 12th grade enrollment,
(b) instructional costs per pupil, (c) ACT composite scores, and (d) percentages of 
students participating in free and reduced lunch. These data for ACT composite scores 
represented students who did not attend a prekindergarten program at either public 
school. The children who attended the prekindergarten program during its first year of 
operation at Hart Public School were third graders at the time of this study. The data from 
these categories aligned with the corresponding state averages, particularly for school 
districts with average daily memberships under 500 students.
The researcher phor.rd the superintendent at each of the selected public school 
sites to introduce the study and determine their willingness to participate in the study.
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After securing their verbal approval, the researcher sent both superintendents a follow-up 
letter describing the study and enclosed a copy of the (a) consent form, (b) interview 
questions, (c) introduction letters, and (d) parent survey protocol. The letter requested 
that each superintendent return a letter written on school letterhead paper in an enclosed 
addressed, stamped envelope indicating understanding of (a) their involvement with the 
study, (b) the purpose of the study, and (c) the research methods outlined in the study.
The researcher assigned a pseudonym to each site, interviewee, and participant observed 
to protect their identity.
Data Collection
The case study method utilizes multiple sources of data to triangulate the findings 
(Yin, 2003). The data sources for this study included (a) semi-structured interviews,
(b) nonparticipatory observations, (c) parent surveys, and (d) school-related documents. 
This section reviewed the use and need for each data collection method.
Semi-structured Interviews
The researcher conducted semi-structured interviews with one superintendent; one 
elementary principal; five former and four current school board members; one 
prekindergarten, one kindergarten, and two first grade teachers at Hart Public School.
One of the identified stakeholders, a current school board member, declined the 
interview. At Gateway Public School, the researcher interviewed one superintendent; one 
elementary principal; six current school board members; two kindergarten and two first 
grade teachers. One of the identified stakeholders declined the interview, a current school 
board member whose term expired within the year. Interviewing puts “behavior in 
context and provides access to understanding . . . [the interviewee’s] behavior” (Seidman,
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2006, p. 10). Through interviewing, researchers can collect important information that 
they cannot directly observe (Patton, 2002). In this study, interviewing provided the 
stakeholders’ perspectives regarding prekindergarten program implementation within the 
public school setting.
The researcher sent an introductory letter to the interviewees describing the study 
and inviting them to participate in an interview. The researcher enclosed a copy of their 
school superintendent’s letter indicating his understanding and approval of the study. The 
researcher reviewed the consent form with the interviewees and obtained their signatures 
prior to conducting their interviews. The school board members received the consent 
form along with the introductory letter. The researcher requested signatures and the 
return of the consent form in the enclosed addressed, stamped envelope if they decided to 
participate in the study. School board members selected for this study included current 
school board members at both sites as well as those at Hart Public School who were on 
the board during the first year of the prekindergarten program initiation or during the 
years of prekindergarten program implementation. After sending the introductory letters, 
the researcher phoned the interviewees to determine their willingness to participate in the 
study and scheduled a time convenient to conduct the interview.
A semi-structured interview protocol guided the interviews and facilitated probing 
for additional information (Merriam, 1998). The interview questions explored (a) the 
three broad phases of change theory: initiation, implementation, and continuation;
(b) roles that key stakeholders played in each phase; and (c) effects resulting from 
implementing a prekindergarten program. (Survey design is discussed later.) The 
researcher utilized instrument reviewers who assessed the interview questions for bias,
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clarity, and face validity. The researcher’s advisor and dissertation committee members 
also reviewed and discussed the interview questions. No changes were recommended.
The researcher conducted these interviews individually at times convenient for 
each interviewee. Each interview was audio taped with a digital recorder to ensure 
accuracy. At their request, 5 of the 15 school board members’ interviews took place over 
the phone. One of the former school board members from Hart Public School requesting 
a phone interview resided in another state at the time of this study. Two of the face-to- 
face interviews with school board members took place in their private work offices. The 
remaining face-to-face interviews occurred in a designated room at their respective 
school site. Prior to each interview, the researcher reviewed the informed consent 
explaining the (a) purpose and importance of the study, (b) study duration, (c) potential 
risks and benefits to participants, (d) procedures that would be taken to ensure 
confidentiality, and (e) participant’s freedom to withdraw from the study at any time. No 
interview began until after the interviewee had signed the consent form and 
acknowledged their permission to audio tape the interview.
The researcher hired three transcribers at an hourly rate and instructed them to 
type the interviews verbatim and include any emotional aspects of the interview such as 
laughter, sighs, or long pauses. The transcribers received a recorded audio file for the 
interviews they transcribed which they returned immediately upon completion of the 
transcription. The researcher instructed the transcribers to put a question mark beside and 
a parenthesis around any word they did not understand. Upon receipt of each 
transcription, the researcher read the transcription while listening to the recorded audio 
file. Reading through the transcriptions provided the researcher with an additional
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opportunity to record comments that aided in the data analysis. These comments included 
the researcher’s insights and speculation on emerging categories.
Nonparticipatory Observations
Observations provide the researcher with first hand contextual knowledge 
(Merriam, 1998). Within the public school setting, the nonparticipatory observations 
provided access to the preschool classroom. The researcher scheduled the observation 
with the elementary principal at a time and date convenient for the preschool teaching 
staff. The researcher conducted a two-hour observation during the morning and the 
afternoon preschool session. In nonparticipatory observations, the researcher’s primary 
role is to gather information in the setting the behavior occurs without participating 
(Patton, 2002).
The researcher conducted a nonparticipatory observation in the preschool 
classroom. Observing the activities within the preschool classroom provided the researcher 
with additional evidence of the factors that supported or impeded the implementation of the 
prekindergarten program within the public school setting. During the preschool classroom 
observation, the researcher utilized an observation guide to describe the physical setting, 
participants, interactions between and among participants, activities, verbal and nonverbal 
communication, and observer comments (Merriam, 1998).
Survey Design
The researcher designed a parent survey that explored the perceptions of 
parents/guardians of prekindergartners, kindergartners, and first graders reported 
regarding prekindergarten program implementation within the public school setting. The 
survey consisted of open-ended questions related to the parents’ and guardians’ role with
the initiation, implementation, and continuation of the prekindergarten program within 
the public school setting, as well as their perceptions of effects regarding the presence or 
absence of a prekindergarten within the public school setting. To assist with the analysis 
of the responses, the researcher color coded the surveys by grade level.
The researcher utilized instrument reviewers who assessed the survey questions 
for bias, clarity, and face validity. The researcher’s advisor and dissertation committee 
members also reviewed and discussed the survey questions. The researcher incorporated 
their recommendations into the revised survey and field tested the survey with five 
parents who had children in preschool, kindergarten, or first grade from school districts 
unrelated to the study to determine its usefulness and dependability. The parent reviewers 
indicated they were able to understand the questions and answered them appropriately. 
The researcher separated one of the questions into two distinct parts as two of the parent 
reviewers missed the second part of the question.
Hart and Gateway Public School principals provided the researcher with the 
names and addresses of the parents/guardians of 4-year-olds on the school census as well 
as the enrolled kindergartners and first graders. During the last week of May following 
the closing of the 2006-2007 school year, the researcher mailed each parent/guardian a 
survey, a copy of the superintendent’s letter approving the study on behalf of their school 
district, and a cover letter explaining the purpose of the study and guaranteeing 
confidentiality. The instructions in the cover letter requested the parents/guardians return 
the anonymous survey in the enclosed addressed, stamped envelope. The researcher 
mailed 50 surveys to parents/guardians in the Hart Public School District and 65 surveys 
to parents/guardians in the Gateway Public School District. With an initial response rate
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of 40% from Hart Public School District and 46% from Gateway Public School District, 
the researcher did not send out a reminder notice or a second mailing of the survey.
Upon receipt of the surveys, the researcher compiled a summary of responses to 
each question by grade level and coded those responses into emergent categories that 
addressed the research questions. These emergent categories for each grade level were 
then compiled into one summary for each school site to facilitate single case analysis.
Document Review
The researcher reviewed school-related and secondary documents to confirm and 
supplement the data collected from other sources. Yin (2003) outlined the following 
reasons for reviewing documents: (a) verify the exact spellings, titles, or names discussed 
during an interview or observation; (b) provide precise details to confirm or contradict 
the information collected from other sources; and (c) generate new questions for further 
investigation.
The school-related documents included school board agendas and minutes, school 
policies, school newsletters, parent handbooks, and prekindergarten licensing and 
registration packets from the current school year beginning July 1, 2006, and ending June 
30, 2007. This period represented the current program year of both school districts and 
reflected the budget and policies operating during that time. The review of school board 
agendas and minutes at Hart Public School included those from the first year of the 
preschool program initiation beginning February 2003 through June 2007. The researcher 
noted the topics discussed, the frequency of specific topics, and the presence or absence 
of discussion related to preschool prog, implementation. Reviewing those documents 
supported the data collected from the interviews, surveys, and observations regarding the
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initiation, implementation, and continuation of the preschool program at Hart Public 
School.
The secondary documents included prekindergarten references in this state’s 
century code, prekindergarten resolutions from the past state legislative session, and other 
state government documents concerning prekindergarten program implementation. These 
documents provided additional data related to the factors that supported or impeded 
voluntary prekindergarten program implementation in this state.
Data Analysis
The data analysis addressed each research question: (a) the factors that supported 
or impeded the voluntary initiation, implementation, and continuation of a 
prekindergarten program within a public school setting; (b) the role of key stakeholders 
in the process; and (c) effects reported by key stakeholders regarding the presence or 
absence of a prekindergarten program within the public school setting. In a multiple case 
study, the researcher analyzes each case independently to identify the variables unique to 
the case (Merriam, 1998). Following the single case analysis, the researcher compares the 
cases to analyze how local characteristics and conditions might have affected the 
outcomes and processes (Miles & Huberman, 1994). In this study, data analysis 
proceeded with each case independently. Analytic procedures began with the data 
collected at Hart Public School. After completing an initial analysis ol these data, the 
analysis of the dnt-. ollccted from Gateway Public School began. Upon finishing both 
single case analyses, the researcher compared the emerging categories from each case to 
determine the variances between the two different public school sites.
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Single Case Analysis
Inductive coding for emergent categories began with the interview transcripts 
immediately after their transcription. These codes emerged inductively from the data as 
the school administrators, school board members, and teachers shared their perceptions 
regarding the voluntary implementation of a prekindergarten program within the public 
school setting. Coding the data obtained from the nonparticipatory observations, surveys, 
and documents provided additional support for the devised coding categories. As Glaser 
and Strauss (1967) noted, “Emergent categories usually prove to be the most relevant and 
the best fitted to the data” (p. 37). Furthermore, these devised categories reflected the 
purpose of the research and answered the research questions.
The transcribers typed the interviews into a Word document. The researcher 
developed an electronic folder for each group of interviewees, administrators, teachers, 
and school board members, at each school site and filed each interview transcription into 
the appropriate folder. The researcher began the open coding process immediately upon 
reading each interview transcription, observation field note, and document and attached 
codes to specific data units in the margins of the text. Throughout the coding process, the 
researcher wrote memos to record her insights on the developing categories. As the 
researcher analyzed each new data unit, she compared it to previously coded data to note 
any patterns emerging between the codes. The researcher then developed new codes and 
modified previous codes to incorporate new data units. Merriam (1998) observed that the 
constant comparative method developed by Glaser and Strauss for constructing grounded 
theory was compatible with the inductive nature of all qualitative research.
75
rr-rirnirrrriir<nifnnrinntniiiri ...
After the data were coded, the constant comparison method provided a process for 
sorting the coded data into categories based on common elements. Merriam (1998) 
described categories as “conceptual elements that ‘cover’ or span many individual 
examples of the category” (p. 182). Throughout the study, the researcher utilized the 
constant comparative method to reread and recode the previously collected data for 
categories that emerged from later data collections. As Merriam noted, “Categories and 
subcategories (or properties) are most commonly constructed through the constant 
comparative method of data analysis” (p. 179).
The researcher then compiled a list of categories that emerged from the data along 
with the supporting data units for each category. This process provided the means to look 
for patterns between and among the categories and resulted in subdividing some 
categories and combining others. Establishing patterns and looking for correspondence 
between the categories resulted in reducing the number of categories (Stake, 1995).
As categories should “reflect the purpose of the research” (Merriam, 1998, p. 183) 
and answer the research questions, the researcher then sorted the categories by research 
question. The researcher developed tables to summarize the data from each research 
question for each case. These tables provided a strategy for the researcher to check 
whether the categories answered the research questions (Merriam, 1998). These tables are 
presented in the summary section of Chapter IV.
Comparative Case Analysis
After completing the single case analysis for both cases, the researcher began the 
comparative case analysis (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003) to compare and contrast the 
categories identified within each case for similarities and differences. To aid in the
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comparative case analysis, the researcher displayed the categories from both school sites 
in a summary table. This visual display clearly demonstrated what factors were operating 
or missing in each school district during each phase of the change process. This summary 
table is presented in Chapter V.
Change Process Model
After establishing the categories operating within each phase of the 
prekindergarten program initiation, implementation, and continuation, the researcher 
compared and contrasted them with the factors identified in each phase of the change 
process model (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977, 1978, 1979; Fullan, 1992, 2001;
Huberman & Miles, 1984). This comparison highlighted those factors operational in this 
study and the change process model, as well as those operational in this study but not 
identified in the change process model. The researcher also contrasted and compared the 
findings of this study to other studies that have investigated state-funded prekindergarten 
program implementation (Birmingham, 1990; Can-, 2006; Galban, 1996; Gutierrez, 1998; 
Rust, 1993), as well as those that investigated implementation of inclusive preschool 
programs (Brotherson et al., 2001; Gallagher et al., 1992).
Verification
The multiple sources of data used in this case study provided data triangulation, 
strengthened the findings (Yin, 2003), verified the accuracy of the data collected, and 
minimized the personal biases that could have arisen from a single data collection method 
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2003). At each school site, the researcher compared and contrasted 
the data obtained from the interviews with the data obtained from the observations, 
surveys, and documents. The researcher used member checking to solicit the participants’
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opinions regarding the accuracy and credibility of the data (Stake, 1995). The participants 
received verbatim interview transcriptions and observation reports within a week of the 
interviews and observations to verify their accuracy and credibility.
A detailed account of the research methods, data collection, and data analysis 
established an audit trail (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) and strengthened the link between the 
data collection and data analysis. The researcher maintained a research log to record the 
date and nature of the research activities and wrote analytic memos. Moreover, the 
researcher bracketed potentially biased statements within analytic memos written after 
each interview, observation, and document review to reduce their impact on the data 
analysis process.
Ethical Considerations
First, the researcher filed a human subjects review form with the Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) to obtain approval to conduct the research. The researcher also 
implemented the following procedures to minimize any ethical issues or concerns 
(Creswell, 2003; Patton, 2002). The researcher phoned the superintendent at each of the 
selected public school sites to introduce the study and determine their willingness to 
participate in the study. After securing their verbal approval, both superintendents 
received a follow-up letter that described the study. Each superintendent returned a 
signed consent written on school letterhead paper indicating understanding of (a) their 
involvement with the study, (b) the purpose of the study, and (c) the research methods 
outlined in the study. The researcher assigned a pseudonym to each site, interviewee, and 
participant observed to protect their identity.
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Prior to each interview, the researcher provided each interviewee with a letter of 
introduction to the study and a copy of the superintendent’s approval letter. The 
researcher reviewed the consent form, explained the purpose of the interview, and 
informed the interviewee that they were under no obligation to sign or participate in the 
study. Each interviewee received an opportunity to ask questions prior to signing the 
consent form and beginning the interview. The researcher did not conduct an interview 
until after the participant had signed the informed consent form. Each interviewee 
received a copy of the signed consent form. The signed consent form explained the 
purpose of the study, the beginning and end dates, research activities, potential study 
risks and benefits, and procedures to protect the participants’ identity. The researcher 
kept the signed consent forms separate from the data in a locked file at the researcher’s 
home.
The researcher stores the interview audio tapes and data files in a locked file 
cabinet in the researcher’s home. These audio tapes and data files will be kept for a 
minimum of three years after the completion of this study. After three years, the 
researcher will erase the tapes, delete the data files, and shred the data and consent forms. 
The researcher assigned a code to each site, interviewee, and participant observed to 
protect their identity. Only the researcher had access to the codes and kept the codes 
separate from the data collected in a locked file at the researcher’s home. The researcher 
removed all personal identification information from the data and research report. The 
researcher will keep any personally identifying information confidential and will disclose 
the information only with the participants’ permission. Only the researcher, the 
researcher’s advisor, and the IRB audit personnel will have access to the data. The
79
Summary
Chapter III presented the qualitative research design of the study. This chapter 
described the researcher’s role, case selection, data collection, data analysis, verification, 
and ethical considerations. This study utilized comparative case study methods to provide 
an in-depth study of the voluntary implementation of a prekindergarten program in a state 
that does not fund prekindergarten. The multiple sources of data included interviews, 
open-ended surveys, nonparticipatory observations, and related documents. These data 
sources provided a description of the factors that support or impede the voluntary 
implementation of the prekindergarten program, the role of key stakeholders in the 
implementation process, and the effects resulting from the presence or absence of a 
prekindergarten program as reported by the stakeholders.
Chapter IV describes categories identified from the data collected at both school 
sites. These data include (a) factors that supported or impeded voluntary initiation, 
implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program within two public school 
settings; (b) the role of key stakeholders; and (c) the effects resulting from the 
implementation or lack of implementation of a prekindergarten program.
Chapter V compares and contrasts the categories identified in each case to the 
findings of other studies investigating (a) state-funded prekindergarten program 
implementation and (b) the change process model as it relates to the implementation of 
new programs within the school setting. This chapter also provides the summary, 
conclusions, and discussion of the study including recommendations for implementing a
researcher provided a verbatim interview transcription and observation reports to the
participants who then verified their accuracy and credibility.
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prekindergarten in public school districts located in states without state-funded 
prekindergarten.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
The purpose of this comparative case study was to develop a prekindergarten 
implementation model for public school districts located in states without state-funded 
prekindergarten. Chapter IV presents the categories identified from the data related to 
(a) factors that supported or impeded voluntary initiation, implementation, and 
continuation of a prekindergarten program within two public school settings; (b) the role 
of key stakeholders in that process; and (c) the effects resulting from the implementation 
or lack of implementation of a prekindergarten program.
The chapter is divided into two sections; the first includes the data from Hart 
Public School, and the second contains the data from Gateway Public School. The 
researcher obtained data for this chapter through surveys sent to parents/guardians of 
preschoolers, kindergartners, and first graders; visits to both school sites to interview 
school administrators, teachers, and school board members; as well as to review relevant 
school documents. The researcher also observed the preschool classroom at Halt Public 
School. Among those interviewed at Hart Public School were the school superintendent; 
elementary principal; four current school board members; five former school board 
members who served during the initiation and implementation of the preschool program; 
one preschool, one kindergarten, and two first grade teachers. At Gateway Public School,
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Documents reviewed at both school sites included the school board agendas and 
minutes from the current school year beginning July 1, 2006, and ending June 30, 2007. 
The review of school board agendas and minutes at Hart Public School included the first 
year of the preschool program initiation beginning February 2003 through June 2007. 
Additional documents reviewed at Hart Public School consisted of school newsletters, 
school policies, parent handbooks, preschool lesson plans, preschool parent newsletters, 
as well as the preschool licensing and registration packets.
Analyzing and coding the data collected from the interviews, nonparticipatory 
observations, parent surveys, and school-related documents into categories answered the 
research questions addressed in this study. The researcher organized the findings 
according to the study’s primary research questions. Specific categories emerging from 
the data are presented for each school separately. Following their individual case 
presentations, the comparative analysis provided in Chapter V highlights their similarities 
and differences and contrasts those findings to the literature reviewed.
Case One: Hart Public School
Hart Public School District was located in a small city with a population of 
approximately 1,500. The Hart Public School District encompassed 860 square miles and 
served approximately 310 students in kindergarten through 12th grade during the 
2006-2007 school year. During the 2005-2006 school year, the total cost per pupil was 
$8,321, the average ACT composite score was 20.9, and the percentage of students 
receiving free and reduced lunch was 31.7%.
those interviewed included the school superintendent, elementary principal, six current
school board members, two kindergarten and two first grade teachers.
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A private preschool had operated in the Hart community for several years. This 
preschool closed in the spring of 2003. Hart Public School then implemented a preschool 
program in September 2003. School board minutes dated September 17, 2003, 
documented the preschool enrollment at 31. Approximately half of the eligible 4-year-old 
preschoolers attended the Hart Public School preschool during its first operational year. 
During the 2006-2007 school year, the preschool enrollment remained at 30, despite a 
five-year declining enrollment trend that was affecting the enrollment numbers 
throughout the school district. The percentage of 3- and 4-year-olds attending the 
preschool has increased during each of its four years. Both the elementary principal and 
preschool teacher reported that every child entering kindergarten in the fall of 2007 had 
attended the preschool program in Hart Public School.
The Hart Public School superintendent and elementary principal had 31 combined 
years of administration experience with 14 of those years as administrators at Hart Public 
School.. Both administrators had taught and held principal positions in another state prior 
to assuming their current administration positions at Hart Public School. The 
kindergarten and two first grade teachers interviewed had accumulated 87 combined 
years of teaching experience in the Hart Public Elementary School. The Hart Public 
School preschool teacher had taught Head Start in another state for seven years prior to 
accepting the preschool teaching position in 2003. The researcher assigned each teacher 
interviewed a code (HT1, HT2, HT3, HT4) to protect her identify and honor the 
confidentiality agreement.
Five of the six Hart Public School board members who served during the 
initiation of the preschool program in 2003 consented to an interview. The sixth former
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school board member who had served during that time had moved to another state and 
had not left a forwarding address. None of the board members who served in 2003 
remained on the current school board. With the exception of one former and one current 
school board member, the researcher interviewed the school board members who served 
from 2003 to the present and assigned each of the school board members a code to 
protect his or her identity and honor the confidentiality agreement. The codes assigned 
the former school board members are numbered HFSB1, HFSB2, FIFSB3, HFSB4, and 
HFSB5 and the codes assigned the current school board members are numbered HCSB6, 
HCSB7, HCSB8, and HCSB9. Hart Public School has five current school board 
members; however, one of the current school board members declined an interview. Each 
current school board member has each served only two or three years on the board.
Research Question One: What factors support or impede the voluntary initiation, 
implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program within a public school 
setting located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund prekindergarten programs?
Factors That Supported Preschool Initiation 
Hart Public School’s superintendent, elementary principal, and former school 
board president recalled a discussion while traveling together to a school-related meeting. 
They discussed the increasing numbers of children entering kindergarten without the 
necessary readiness skills. According to the elementary principal,
I was riding with two or three board members and we were talking about some of 
the concerns that we had with students, that they were coming in and they were 
not really prepared. The board president at the time and myself were visiting, and 
it came up, and they said why don’t you put together a proposal for it [preschool],
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so 1 did. I put together a proposal, of course knowing I would have to try to fund it 
as much as possible to make it go better than not.
At the conclusion of that discussion, the superintendent and former school board 
president suggested that the elementary principal develop a preschool implementation 
proposal. The March 2003 school board minutes noted that the elementary principal 
presented a detailed preschool proposal outlining the staff needed, location, operating 
schedule, preschool licensing requirements, projected enrollment, projected revenue and 
expenditures (Hart Public School Preschool Proposal, 2003).
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified five factors that supported the preschool program 
initiation within Hart Public School: (a) kindergarten preparation, (b) changing 
kindergarten curriculum, (c) administrative and school board support, (d) closing of a 
private preschool, and (e) working parents.
Kindergarten Preparation
The superintendent, elementary principal, and school board members identified 
the need for kindergarten preparation as one factor supporting the initiation of the 
preschool program. The elementary principal stated,
The main reason was simply because of the need of the children. We had children 
who were coming in unprepared for school. They didn’t have a clue about the 
alphabet letters; some hadn’t really seen books much at all. They didn’t know 
colors. They didn’t know how to count to 10, no number concepts.
A former school board member (HFSB1) remarked, “Many children would arrive 
and didn’t have any skills at all. The kindergarten teacher was put in a position of trying
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to bring [teach] the ones that do have skills and the ones that don’t and it was 
impossible.”
Two former school board members (HFSB1 and HFSB2) commented on the high 
rates of kindergarten retention prior to implementing the preschool. A third former school 
board member (HFSB3) remarked that the preschool provided all children with an 
opportunity to develop school readiness skills:
I don’t think kids should go in thinking they’re black birds and the blue birds are 
running it. If they feel that they are shoulder to shoulder with kids and their status 
is equal in the sight of the teacher, that’s a real plus.
The superintendent, elementary principal, teachers, and school board members 
referenced the positive relationship between the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 
legislation and the preschool program initiation. As the superintendent stated, “With the 
No Child Left Behind which happened at that time, it just seemed to be the right thing to 
do to get kids better prepared for their education.” A former school board member 
(FIFSB4) reinforced the superintendent’s viewpoint as he stated, “Another thing in the 
mix was No Child Left Behind, and we figured this would probably help us in that 
category.”
i
Challenging Kindergarten Curriculum
The kindergarten teacher and some school board members (HFSB2, HFSB3, 
HFSB4) credited the challenging kindergarten curriculum for supporting the preschool 
program initiation. The Hart Public School’s kindergarten teacher for the past 25 years 
described the change:
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I no longer had time in my day anymore to teach the kids, this is an a, and this is a 
b, and this is a c. They pretty much needed to have a real good understanding of 
what those letters were before they came to school.
The kindergarten teacher contrasted the former and current kindergarten curricula 
by reflecting on their different emphasis areas:
The old fashion kindergarten, you came to school to cut, color, play, learn to 
socialize, learn your letters, this is an a, this is a b, learn to write your name, learn 
a lot more social skills. There was a lot more focus on the social skills, not the 
academics.. . .  Before it was no big deal for me to get it done because as long as 
they knew their alphabet by the end of kindergarten and knew their sounds, they 
were ready for first grade. Not anymore. . . .  Now it’s going more academics with 
trying to get those social skills in there . . .  I’ve gone from one teacher’s manual to 
six teacher’s manuals. Is it the state or is it the book companies? I don’t know. 
Who’s driving who?
The elementary principal echoed the kindergarten teacher’s perceptions regarding 
the challenging kindergarten curriculum: “You buy a reading series anymore and kids are 
reading in kindergarten. They’re not starting in first grade, so you’re already behind if 
you’re not there. You can’t buy a series that they’re not reading in kindergarten.” 
Administrative and School Board Support
The school administrators and former school board members who served during 
the preschool initiation period supported the preschool program initiation. One former 
school board member (HFSB1) emphasized her personal beliefs regarding the importance 
of early education:
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Tin a big believer of giving children the structured, traditional exposure . .. 
beginning with the reading, and the structure and the social discipline that is 
necessary for them to learn. The sooner you can get children into that 
environment, the better for them.
Another former school board member (HFSB4) summarized his thoughts related 
to the board’s initial approval of the preschool program:
We as board members felt that the more education we could get for these people, 
for these young kindergartners, the better off it would be for them. It [preschool 
program] was one of those things that just made sense and we decided to do it.
The former Hart Public School board members who approved the preschool 
proposal indicated their support unanimously. One former school board member 
(HFSB4) recalled, “I would say for the most part everybody was for it. They understood 
the idea.”
One teacher (HT1) also noted the administration’s and school board members’ 
supportive attitude. She summarized, “I think that the school is just really positive about 
kids and young kids especially. They wanted to involve it [preschool program] in the 
school system so that they can be a bigger part in the kids’ lives.”
The superintendent, school board members, and teachers consistently named the 
elementary principal as being instrumental for the preschool approval by the school 
board. One teacher (HT2) credited the elementary principal with the school board’s initial 
approval of the preschool program: “I think Hart did it just because [elementary 
principal] wants what’s best for our kids, to give these kids the best possible start we 
can.”
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A former school board member (HFSB1) who served during the preschool 
program initiation noted that the elementary principal was instrumental in gaining school 
board approval by convincing the board that having a preschool within the public school 
setting was not only fiscally possible, but a good investment: “[Elementary principal] 
brought very good information to us [school board]. She was very excited to get that 
[preschool program] started and I thought she did a real good job carrying it, developing 
it.” Former board members (HFSB1, HFSB2, HFSB3), who approved the preschool 
program, noted the administration supported the preschool to the board, citing its 
long-term educational benefits to the students. When discussing the reasons behind the 
initiation of the preschool program, the superintendent commented, “You know, when 
you say you put kids first, then you put them first. And you do what you have to do.”
Hart Public School’s elementary principal based her support for early education 
and intervention on her professional experiences with early childhood special education: 
“1 have always stressed the need the earlier the better.. . .  You really can catch them up if 
you catch them early enough, but if you wait, it’s really hard.” Besides those experiences, 
she credited a book, The Hundred Languages o f Children, as affecting her beliefs about 
the importance of early education. She summarized, “The premise is that kids can learn 
as much as we can offer them .. . .  That had a huge influence on my whole attitude 
towards little kids. I just think we don’t do enough with them.”
Private Preschool Closing
Another frequently cited reason for initiating the preschool program was the 
closing of the community’s only private preschool in 2003. The privately operated 
preschool program had a certified teacher who taught the children those basic readiness
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skills. The administration, school board members, and teachers indicated that losing a 
private preschool was detrimental to the children beginning kindergarten. One school 
board member (HCSB6) reported:
They [school administration and teachers] did see the importance while that one 
[private preschool] was here in operation . . .  with the kids that were coming into 
kindergarten from preschool over the ones that didn’t go through preschool, so 
they wanted to keep it going.
One teacher (HT2) agreed that the community needed a program for 4- and
5-year-olds. This teacher commented that losing a preschool program was “taking a step 
backwards.” The Hart Public School elementary principal affirmed that the timing was 
perfect to initiate a preschool within the Hart Public School district:
I don’t know that I would have proposed to do it [initiate the preschool within 
Hart Public School] if she [private preschool teacher] wasn’t closing because I 
know it wouldn’t have worked in our town. The preschool was going to close and 
we would have had to provide some kind of preschool anyway because the state 
requires that you provide it for the kids [preschool children] that are disabled. 
Why not do it right and do a regular preschool. . .  something that we could be 
proud of, so that’s what we did.
School administrators, school board members, and teachers commented that 
having a preschool within the public school setting offered every child an opportunity to 
attend preschool, not just parents who could afford to pay the private preschool’s tuition. 
A teacher (HT3) shared, “It would also make it more available to all the kids if it 
[preschool] were within the school system. Otherwise, in a private preschool, not all can
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afford it.” Even though the Hart Public School administration proposed to charge tuition, 
the superintendent commented, “We would find the funding and take care of the kids that 
couldn’t afford it.” Placing the preschool within the school setting appealed to the 
elementary principal because she felt that the teaching staff would be able to identify any 
special learning problems earlier and get those children into the necessary programs 
before they began kindergarten. The elementary principal recalled, “We did fairly well 
with the preschool across town but we knew it would be easier to have it right in the 
facility.”
Working Parents
Another factor school administrators, school board members, and teachers 
attributed to the preschool program’s initiation was the growing numbers of working 
parents. Over the past five years, this state has led the nation in the percentage of working 
mothers with children 5 years of age and younger (Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2006). 
School administrators, school board members, and teaching staff remarked that parents 
no longer have the time to prepare their children for kindergarten. A former school board 
member (HFSB4) remarked,
Another thing that really has facilitated it [preschool program initiation] was the 
fact that we realized there were a lot of working couples.. . .  These kids were 
going to be at a babysitter situation anyway. It’s not like it was years ago where 
they’d be home with their mother.
A current school board member (HCSB7) reinforced that viewpoint: “Both 
parents are working now. There’s not a lot of opportunity for moms or dads to be stay at 
home parents.”
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Some of the teachers stressed that changes in society have increased the need for 
high quality preschool programs. One teacher (HT2) noted, “Parents don’t have time like 
they used to work with their kids. And these kids, they weren’t ready.” Another teacher 
(HT1) agreed: “I think that now kids are home alone more, mothers are working more. I 
think having a place to go to learn early skills is vital right now. Kids are sponges at this 
age and just soak in everything.”
The elementary principal summarized how the changed expectations of 
kindergarten preparation have affected parents’ responsibilities for their children’s 
kindergarten readiness:
For the average child coming in 20 years ago, their parents probably didn’t doy
anything. They came in the first grade and started reading and that was the way 
that the expectation w as.. . .  Now the expectation is when your child comes to 
school or when they start kindergarten, they pretty much know colors, letters, they 
can do some writing, they know what books are and have been read to.
Factor That Hindered Preschool Initiation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified the lack of state funding as the major factor that hindered 
the preschool program initiation within the Hart Public School district.
Funding
The school administrators and school board members reported that funding was 
the major barrier to initiating the preschool program. The former board members 
supported the concept of a preschool program, but expressed their concerns about how 
the school district would fund the program. As one former board member (HFSB1)
93
explained, “We were supportive of it [preschool program]. We just didn’t know how we 
were going to pay for anything extra. . . .  It had to be proven that it wouldn’t hurt the 
budget. We were in the red.”
An initial inquiry into state funding by the business manager and elementary 
principal found that state funding was available only for preschool children with 
disabilities. The elementary principal contacted the Department of Public Instruction 
regarding preschool funding and they told her that it sounded like a great idea. She 
recalled the Department of Public Instruction representative said, “Go for it. We don’t 
have any funding for you. We wish we did.”
In a conversation with the regional special education director, the elementary 
principal discovered that the special education unit would pay tuition for those preschool 
children with disabilities to attend the preschool program. The special education unit was 
willing to provide additional funds to assist with some of the start up costs. 
Understanding that funding could present a barrier to the initiation of the preschool 
program, the elementary principal’s proposal recommended charging tuition (Hart Public 
School Preschool Proposal, 2003). The elementary principal recalled,
I put together a proposal, of course knowing 1 would have to try to fund it as 
much as possible to make it go . . .  with tuition paying for the majority of i t . . . .  I 
think having special ed [education] support helped a lot convincing the board. 
Once the school board members understood that the preschool would pay for 
itself with the funding collected from tuition, special education tuition reimbursement, 
and state foundation aid for preschool children with disabilities, they overwhelmingly 
approved the preschool program’s implementation at Hart Public School. One former
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school board member (HFSB3) commented, “It was paid also from the parents’ pocket so 
that the financial end, which is what boards look at as well, seemed very doable and it 
surely was.”
Summary
An analysis ot the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified five factors that supported the preschool program 
initiation within Hart Public School: (a) preparation for kindergarten, (b) challenging 
kindergarten curriculum, (c) administrative and school board support, (d) closing of a 
private preschool, and (e) working parents. Table 1 provides a summary of the factors 
affecting preschool initiation at Hart Public School.
Table 1. Factors Affecting Preschool Initiation at Hart Public School (n=35).
Factors Supporting Initiation Factor Hindering Initiation
Kindergarten Preparation State Funding
Challenging Kindergarten Curriculum
Administrative & School Board Support
Private Preschool Closing
Working Parents
Reflecting on the timing of the preschool program initiation in comparison to the 
other related events taking place at that time, the former school board members, school 
administrators, and teachers noted that the requirements of the NCLB legislation, 
adequate yearly progress (AYP), and state driven kindergarten standards and benchmarks
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supported the preschool program initiation. One board member (HFSB4) offered his 
comments:
There’s certain things that the time is right for. You look around and having an 
organized kindergarten and preschool is well worth it. I think this was one area 
where we [school board members] all pretty much agreed and there was no 
disagreement by anyone.
Another board member (HFSB3) recalled they had just completed the school 
improvement process, and the Department of Public Instruction had made changes in the 
kindergarten curriculum standards and benchmarks prior to the preschool initiation. She 
remarked,
We had our school improvement team in place as well; all that was just up and 
coming with changes as well at DPI [Department of Public Instruction] with the 
goals and the benchmarks and the curriculum changes. Everything kind of was 
hand in hand which spoke for the good timing involved.
Regarding the timing of the preschool program initiation, the elementary principal 
commented,
I think the timing was perfect. If there is one thing you do leam . . .  it’s that when 
things are going to work and when they’re not, the timing has to be right. We 
couldn’t have asked for better timing with the board, the fact that the preschool 
was closing, that the state requirements were increasing for AYP, the expectations 
were higher.
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One teacher (HT4) summarized her feelings about early education:
Well, I think you know a lot of people, like my friends outside of education, say 
well why we don’t just take them right from the womb. If we want to be where 
every other country is, well we’ve got to get going. We can’t wait until they are 
six.
The major factor hindering the preschool program initiation was the lack of state 
funding. Utilizing privately paid tuition, state foundation aid, and the local special 
education agency’s tuition payments for preschool children with disabilities, the 
elementary principal’s preschool proposal assured the school board members that the 
preschool program would be fiscally solvent. Given this assurance, the school board 
members were willing to approve the program.
Factors That Supported Preschool Implementation 
After the Hart Public School board approved the preschool proposal, the 
superintendent and elementary principal proceeded to the program implementation stage 
(Halt Public School Board Minutes, March, 2003). At the onset of the preschool 
program’s implementation, the superintendent’s and elementary principal’s vision was to 
implement a preschool accessible for all 3- and 4-year-old preschool children residing 
within and around the Hart Public School district. As the superintendent shared, “We 
decided that maybe we ought to try and do it in the school and open it up to all kids.” 
After contacting other school districts about their preschool programs, the elementary 
principal stated,
Most districts have a preschool that they can meet special ed [education] 
requirements. They have special ed [education] kids and a few normal kids,
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mostly staff kids to make a normal environment. Well, that leaves a lot of kids 
out.
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified four factors that supported the preschool program’s 
implementation at Hart Public School: (a) community collaborations; (b) administrative, 
school board, and parent support; (c.) space availability; and (d) qualified preschool 
teacher.
Community Collaborations
Representatives from four key agencies offered the elementary principal their 
advisement and support during the preschool program’s implementation. These agencies 
included the county social services, local fire department, regional special education 
agency, and childcare providers.
County social services and fire department. During the initiation process, the 
elementary principal decided to license the preschool and outlined the licensing 
requirements in the preschool proposal she submitted to the school board (Hart Public 
School Preschool Proposal, 2003). The reasons she identified for licensing the preschool 
were (a) offering parents financial support to pay the preschool tuition through the county 
social services agency, and (b) providing parents assurances that the preschool met the 
state preschool licensing criteria. The elementary principal commented, “In people’s 
minds, I think it [preschool license] makes a difference. In their mind, things are safer 
and better just because you went through the process of licensing.”
Meeting some of the preschool licensing requirements required collaboration with 
the county social worker and local fire department officials. The elementary principal
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described their helpfulness: “The social worker was really wonderful about working with 
us and getting everything lined up, and the fire department. They came in and helped us 
make sure that we were meeting all the requirements.”
Childcare providers. To obtain input and support of the childcare community, the 
elementary principal contacted the local Chamber of Commerce Board’s secretary who 
had previously operated a childcare business, served on several regional and state early 
childhood committees, and knew all of the childcare providers in the Hart Public School 
district. The elementary principal then contacted the local childcare providers and 
discussed Hart Public School’s plans for implementing the preschool:
I called each and every one of them [childcare providers] and talked to them 
personally about what we were going to do, what the plan was, and how much it 
would impact them, if it would really affect them financially. For the most part, 
most said that it wouldn’t be that big of deal since it was only a few days a week. 
As the preschool ran for four to six hours per week, depending upon whether the 
child attended the morning or afternoon session, some of the childcare providers still 
charged the parents for the time their child was at preschool. On the other hand, some of 
the childcare providers demonstrated their support by providing transportation to and 
from the preschool program. When discussing the collaboration with the childcare 
providers, the elementary principal commented. “Our day cares are wonderful about 
dropping kids off and picking them up, more than most places are.. . .  Most of the people 
[childcare providers] are just wonderful people and just want the best for kids.”
Special education agency. Another key organization that the elementary principal 
worked with during the preschool program implementation period was the area special
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education agency. The preschool children with disabilities attended the private preschool 
while it operated to meet the least restrictive requirements of their individual education 
plans (IEPs). A former school board member (HFSB2) stated that the special education 
unit “would either have to have a preschool or they would have to hire some staff to 
provide a couple hours of programming every day for three or four [preschool] kids.”
Both the elementary principal and the special education director were “very supportive 
and still is with our special ed [education] kids and pays tuition when we double up 
[attend two preschool sessions].” One teacher (HT1) recalled that the special education 
director also provided games and toys for the new preschool.
Administrative, School Board, and Parent Support
Administrative support. At the onset of the implementation stage, the elementary 
principal reported her goal was to implement a readiness program that prepared children 
for kindergarten both academically and socially. “My goal was to have them ready for 
kindergarten and get them reading, and doing math and writing skills. Just behavior 
things, teaching kids what it’s like to be in school.” After the school board approved the 
preschool program proposal, the primary responsibility for implementation rested with 
the elementary principal. The elementary principal recalled,
That’s usually the way that it is, at least in small districts. I’ve never been in a 
bigger one. In a small district, it’s like once they [school board] give you 
approval, they expect you to just do it and really don’t want to hear any more 
about it.
The elementary principal commented on the support she received from the superintendent 
during the preschool program implementation stage:
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He’s [superintendent] kind of given me carte blanche to do it, and some people 
wouldn’t have. If I had to fight the administration and the school board, the rest of 
it probably would have been too much, but they were willing to allow it 
[preschool program].
The school superintendent remarked that the school provided the necessary 
supplies for the preschool program. ‘We had supplies and stuff here and whatever we 
needed we just found a way to find the money for it or else took it out of the general 
fund.” The elementary principal reported that the preschool teacher had a small budget 
that first year of implementation to purchase needed supplies: “We [administration and 
school board members] gave her a budget of five or seven hundred dollars, which wasn’t 
a lot for the first year.” However, the preschool teacher shared a positive memory of that 
limited budget: “The school was wonderful about giving me a budget, so I got to go 
choose some toys and activities.”
School board support. After approving the implementation of the preschool 
program within the school setting, the school board members continued to demonstrate 
their support by appropriating funds for supplies and classroom renovations needed to 
meet the preschool licensing requirements. Those renovations included installing a 
child-sized bathroom, a fire alarm system, and carpeting. The elementary principal 
reported, “The board picked up the cost of that and put in a new bathroom.. . .  We had to 
do a few things with the fire alarms and a couple things like that to meet the 
requirements.”
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One teacher (HT1) noted that the school board was willing to put in a little extra 
funding knowing that there was no state funding available to implement the preschool 
program:
If the school district hadn’t been gung-ho about setting it up, and just putting in 
that extra money, because knowing that they don’t get funded for this program 
and knowing that they’re going to have to put in some extra money for it. I think 
that was just a good thing for the community to see that.
Some former school board members shared their feelings of pride. One former 
school board member (HFSB4) remarked, “As far as the preschool deal, it gives me good 
satisfaction. It is one of those things where I like to think we made a difference and I 
think we did.” A second former member (HFSB1) noted, “There was an attitude that this 
[preschool program] really makes us a better school district.” Finally, a third board 
member (HFSB3) shared, “It certainly was a plus and 1 think it shows that we’re 
futuristic, i-.ot afraid to try something new. And that speaks well for our administration 
and the board supporting it.”
Parent support. The superintendent, elementary principal, and preschool teacher 
reported that they notified the community and prospective parents about the preschool 
through the local access channel, posters placed arour ' Hart, announcements on the 
radio, and notices in the local newspaper. The hospital staff also referred families with 
preschool children. While the first preschool class enrolled over half of the 4-year-old 
children residing in the district, the elementary principal noted that several parents 
remained unconvinced about sending their children to a preschool within the school 
setting:
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I think a lot of parents were skeptical at first. We had a preschool in the district so 
it’s not like it was a totally foreign idea. The idea that it was going to be in the 
school appealed to some parents and to some it didn’t.
The elementary principal remarked that the morning session for 3-year-olds had 
limited enrollment during that first year: “We had hardly anybody in the first session, the 
early session, just like two or three kids. Because why would you send a kid to preschool 
for two years?” She noted that most of the prior preschools had not enrolled 3-year-old 
children and that might have been one of the reasons for the low enrollment numbers: 
“Most of them [preschools] weren’t doing the really young children, the 3-year-olds.
They were just letting that go.”
Space Availability
Another frequently mentioned factor supporting the preschool implementation 
was classroom availability. The administration, school board members, and teachers all 
agreed that declining enrollment had provided the needed classroom space. One teacher 
(HT2) reported,
Our enrollment is decreasing so we’ve gone from two classes of each grade down 
to one in several of them. It just happened that we had teachers retiring that year. 
We had class sizes drop, so it just all fit.
Even though many indicated that having the space made it easier to implement the 
preschool classroom, one of the former school board members (HFSB2) serving during 
the preschool implementation remarked, “They had space, although in that school I 
wouldn’t say they had extra space. They made space for it.” The elementary principal 
noted that the Title I teacher moved into another much smaller room to make space
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available for the preschool program: “We happened to have an extra classroom. We were 
using it for Title I, but we moved that upstairs.”
Qualified Preschool Teacher
The school administrators, school board members, and primary teaching staff 
linked a highly qualified preschool teacher to the success of their preschool program. In 
fact, the superintendent identified the preschool teacher as the “most important 
ingredient” to the implementation of a successful preschool program. One of the former 
school board members (HFSB2) indicated that finding the right teacher was probably the 
“number one thing” that ensured the success of the program. The elementary principal 
summarized the importance of hiring quality staff: “Get quality people. It’s worth it even 
if you have to pay for them, because without quality people, you won’t have a good 
program.”
During the 2007 legislative session, this state’s legislators granted school districts 
the authority to use local and Title I funds for preschool programming beginning with the 
2007-2008 school year (Prekindergarten Program Act, 2007). This legislation required 
school districts that used local or federal funds for preschool programming to hire a 
teacher with a birth through third grade (B3) license or B3 endorsement available through 
this state’s Education Standards and Practices Board (ESPB). At the time of this study, 
the Hart Public School elementary principal used the teacher requirements outlined by the 
state’s Department of Human Services for preschool education facilities. Those teacher 
requirements included a child development associate or certification from a Montessori 
teacher-training program rather than a B3 license or endorsement through the ESPB 
(Preschool Educational Facilities Act, 1999).
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The preschool teacher at Hart Public School held a bachelor’s degree in child 
development and family services that qualified her as a licensed preschool director and 
teacher under the state’s Department of Human Services guidelines. Because the 
preschool teacher did not meet the licensing criteria established through ESPB, Hart 
Public School did not need to pay her the certified teacher’s salary and benefits available 
to the other teachers at Hart Public School. Both the superintendent and principal 
remarked about the difference in salary. The superintendent described the teaching 
certification and salary differences:
They [preschool teacher] didn’t have to be fully certified. They had to have that 
early childhood. The thing I always felt bad about was that they were still 
professional people and [state] doesn’t necessarily pay their certified staff very 
well. I have always tried to fight for the salaries for them.
The elementary principal remarked that the minimal salary Hart Public School 
paid the preschool teacher actually supported the successful implementation of the 
preschool program. She noted that Hart Public School paid the preschool teacher a salary 
“which was pretty minimal but just barely enough to get her here.. . .  Had we had to pay 
someone $27,000 or whatever, we probably would have had to close down after the first 
year.”
Even without the Department of Public Instruction’s preschool teaching 
endorsement, the elementary principal acknowledged the preschool teacher’s 
competency: “I knew she [preschool teacher] was very proficient and very 
knowledgeable.” One of the current school board members (HCSB7) whose child had 
attended the Hart preschool program stated her belief that preschool teachers should
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possess an education degree. She declared, “With the preschool, I guess I strongly feel 
that somebody [preschool teacher] who would have an education degree. That would be a 
must.” This school board member (HCSB7) did not distinguish between the degree 
possessed by the Hart Public School preschool teacher and the one required by this state’s 
Department of Public Instruction: “She [preschool teacher] also has a degree in education 
so she was geared towards that [early learning] and it’s just been fantastic.” Furthermore, 
this board member (HCSB7) conveyed her belief that preschool teachers with training in 
early learning possessed greater skills than parents had in preparing children for 
kindergarten: “They [preschool teachers] know what they’re doing. I would practice 
some things with our kids at home, but they’re trained professionals. They’ve gone 
through school for it. They are hired because we know that they know what they’re 
doing.” This board member remarked that a background in early childhood development 
would help the teacher identify learning problems early: “They [preschool teachers] can 
catch any issues or problems early rather than the issues popping up in second or third 
grade and get those students the extra help that they need.”
The preschool teacher hired by Hart Public School had six years of experience as 
a Head Start teacher in another state. The preschool teacher acknowledged her 
experiences as a Head Start teacher contributed to her teaching abilities. The preschool 
teacher reflected on her role in implementing the preschool program; she acknowledged 
that her experiences as a Head Start teacher greatly assisted her:
It was a new experience and challenging and I’m glad that 1 was able to do it. I 
felt very comfortable because of my work with Head Start and I’m really proud 
that I was able to work with them. I think it is a wonderful program and I just
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learned tons from that program by being able to go to different conferences. I use 
a lot of tactics that 1 used in Head Start and that I still use now. I took my lessons 
plans from there and pretty much all I knew from Head Start. I had free rein 
basically. I think my involvement at the beginning has helped just because of my 
knowledge of what I had in the past.
Utilizing her experiences with the Head Start program, the preschool teacher 
adopted her own curriculum employing the Creative Curriculum and other early 
childhood education resources. She stressed the importance of utilizing an appropriate 
early childhood curriculum: “I think knowing things about early childhood is important. 
You don’t want to bring anything into the program that can hinder their [preschool 
children] development at all or put too much pressure on them.”
Trusting the preschool teacher’s judgment, the elementary principal followed her 
recommendations regarding the purchase of the preschool curriculum:
I just left that up to her [preschool teacher],. . .  I thought even though we’re on a 
shoestring budget, if you’re going to do it, do it right, so we purchased that stuff. 
The curriculum and the testing stuff that came with it and I think that made a 
difference. For one thing, it gave her what she thought she needed. It made it very 
professional, and there was actually data that showed the kids were improving, 
because she does the pretests and the little assessments with them.
The elementary principal requested that the school board approve the hiring of a 
teaching assistant. The assistant’s primary responsibilities were assisting preschool 
children with disabilities, and the school board was somewhat reluctant to spend 
additional funds to hire another preschool staff member:
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They [school board members] kind of hesitated when I said that we needed an 
aide, and I [elementary principal] don’t really know that we do, except there are 
special ed [education] kids. [The preschool teacher] probably could have handled 
them but I thought to do it right we needed to have an aide in there to have two 
people. So, that was the other cost that they [school board members] kind of 
questioned. Fortunately, they trusted me enough to listen to me. I do think it 
wouldn’t have gone as well the first year without the aide just because there were 
two adults in the room with the kids.
Factors That Hindered Preschool Implementation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified five factors that hindered the implementation of the Hart 
Public School preschool program: (a) limited teacher involvement, (b) short program 
implementation timeline, (c) preschool licensing process, (d) state funding, and 
(e) transportation.
Limited Teacher Involvement
The kindergarten and first grade teachers reported their limited involvement 
during the preschool implementation phase. They indicated that the elementary principal 
would provide progress updates at their staff meetings. One teacher (HT4) indicated that 
she knew about the preschool “through staff meetings here at the school, kind of where 
we were going to put it.” A second teacher (HT3) recalled that the elementary principal 
“would come back and talk to us and tell us how it was going.”
Their limited opportunities for meaningful involvement initially created some 
concerns related to funding and losing a classroom. One of the teachers (HT4)
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recollected, “I think we were all concerned where the space of it, of losing the classroom, 
and the finances of it.”
Another teacher (HT2) recalled her initial concerns about implementing a 
preschool and losing a classroom:
What is this? Where is this money coming from? How is this being paid for now? 
Which room are they taking?...  We have our basic skills room or the creative 
learning teacher as she likes to be called. She is cramped for space. That would 
have been an ideal room for her. She’s still cramped for space with the number of 
students she has to work with. So there was some how come that we can bring 
this new program in, but let’s take care of the ones we have here first and then we 
can bring new programs in. I guess that was kind of my feelings. I was kind of 
mixed. I could see the good and . . .  I could see the other flip side of it too.
The kindergarten and first, grade teachers reported little knowledge of the details 
surrounding the preschool program’s implementation. One teacher (HT3) stated, “I really 
don’t know all the details or I really don’t remember.” A second teacher (HT4) noted that 
she still did not know where the [preschool staff] salaries came from but guessed the 
school administration paid the salaries from the tuition charged for each student to attend 
the preschool. She expressed her limited knowledge regarding the details surrounding the 
implementation of the preschool program: “I know they really worked hard to get it going 
but I don’t know exactly what they did.”
A third teacher (HT2) recounted how her initial concerns about implementing a 
preschool had evolved into support for the preschool:
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We’re told time and time again there’s no money, no money, no money. But we 
can add another program. I guess I had a lot of mixed feelings at first about how it 
was all happening and being paid for...  . After it’s [preschool program] in and 
after the ball’s rolling, you just never hear that talk anymore ever.
This teacher (HT2) suggested that school administrators considering the 
implementation of a preschool “make sure that the preschool teacher and the kindergarten 
teacher know, they mesh and know what’s going on with each other.” During the 
program implementation stage, she recommended the administration “talk to the 
kindergarten teacher and find out what kind of stuff is it that a preschool program needs 
to do to get them more ready.”
At first, the preschool teacher reported little contact with the other teachers:
“They [other elementary teachers] didn’t bug me too much that first year. I just got in and 
got to work.” The preschool teacher admitted that coming into an elementary school as an 
early childhood teacher was difficult. She explained,
1 thought it was hard coming in as an early childhood teacher rather than 
elementary teacher, because I think there is some difference. When first coming to 
the school system, it was a little difficult to integrate with the other teachers just 
because I didn’t see a lot of them knowing a lot about early childhood, but as the 
years have gone on it’s gotten a lot more positive.
While the elementary principal noted that the kindergarten and preschool teachers 
now work very closely together, she acknowledged that collaboration was not present 
when the preschool first began. As the elementary principal conveyed, “She [preschool
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teacher] does collaborate with [kindergarten teacher] a lot. At first that didn’t happen, and 
I don’t know why. . . .  It did happen but maybe not as early as it should have.”
Short Program Implementation Timeline
As documented in the school board minutes, the school board discussed the 
preschool program in March 2003 and approved the hiring of the preschool teacher on 
August 20, 2003. Both the superintendent and elementary principal noted the late hiring 
of the preschool teacher resulted when the first preschool teacher offered the position 
declined and took another teaching position in a nearby school district.
The elementary principal began the process of licensing the preschool during the 
summer months: “We [superintendent and elementary principal] got a hold of the social 
worker. I think we started in June or July making sure we got all the stuff [for licensing 
the preschool].” When Hart Public School was unable to secure a preschool teacher until 
August, the preschool teacher had approximately two weeks to set up the classroom, 
adopt a curriculum, and finish the recruitment and registration of the preschool students. 
The preschool teacher commented that “it was a pretty quick transition” and she did not 
have time to communicate with the other teachers “other than knowing them off the 
street” before the preschool classes started. She recounted the events surrounding her 
acceptance of the preschool position:
I knew the position was open in the middle of August so I applied right away 
because school was going to be starting. I came in here and the room was in total 
disarray, and so I set everything up in two weeks. We didn’t start at the very 
beginning of school because I knew not everyone knew we were in the school
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system, so we advertised and did registration and recruiting and started in the 
middle of September.
Preschool Licensing
Without state guidelines and support for implementing a preschool program 
within a public school setting, the elementary principal decided to license the preschool 
program through the county social services agency. Given the shortened timeline for 
program implementation, the licensing process almost seemed like a barrier to the 
elementary principal: “Some times it would be easier not to have a licensed preschool.” 
When asked if she wished she had done it differently, the elementary principal replied, 
Maybe not waiting so long to see what it took to do the licensed preschool room 
itself. Only the government could complicate a simple thing like this. Some of the 
stuff was almost silly that they required, but they require it so you do it. We 
questioned more than once if it’s really worth having a licensed preschool for 
what you have to go through to keep the licensed preschool.
The elementary principal recollected that the preschool licensing process required 
some room renovations and additional staff training:
We had two rooms in the building that fit the requirements [preschool licensing], 
that had a bathroom and were big enough.. . .  We put in this cute little dainty 
preschool toilet and lowered the facilities.. . .  One of the requirements of having a 
licensed preschool. . .  is that they have to have a certain number of hours of 
training per year. They have to have First Aid and they have to have tuberculosis 
check every year.
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To obtain a preschool license, Hart Public School had to meet 31 specific 
preschool licensing regulations covering (a) staff qualifications, (b) staff health and 
training requirements, (c) facility and space requirements, (d) health and safety 
requirements, (e) transportation, (f) child discipline, and (g) emergency care. On the other 
hand, the state’s century code (Early Childhood Education Program Act, 2005) provided 
only minimal regulations for approving early childhood education programs operated by 
a public school district. The Superintendent of Public Instruction would approve early 
childhood programs that met the following regulations:
• Taught by individuals who were licensed to teach in early childhood 
education by the education standards and practices board;
• Followed a developmentally appropriate curriculum; and
« Complied with all municipal and state health, fire, and safety requirements. 
State Funding
The lack of state funding for preschool programs led Hart Public School to charge 
tuition. The elementary principal set the tuition rates at $45 for the morning session that 
included two hours twice a week and $55 for the afternoon session that operated three 
hours twice a week. One of the elementary principal’s primary concerns was keeping the 
tuition low enough to provide all families an opportunity to enroll their preschool 
children: “If you raise the tuition to the point where the average person can’t afford it, 
then you kind of defeated the purpose.”
Even at those rates, one of the former school board members (HFSB2) recalled, 
“Some of the younger families . . .  thought that the cost maybe was difficult” and was
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more than paying childcare. The elementary principal reported that the parents still had to 
pay the childcare’s spot for their children while they attended the preschool. 
Transportation
The elementary principal scheduled the morning preschool session from 9:00 a.m. 
to 11:00 a.m. and the afternoon preschool session from 12:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. Parents 
could then choose to send their child on Mondays and Wednesdays or Tuesdays and 
Thursdays. The elementary principal explained that the morning session provided 
preschool services for the younger children, 3- and 4-year-olds, while the afternoon 
session offered preschool services for the older preschool children, 4- and 5-year-olds. 
Since the preschool schedule differed from the elementary school schedule, some parents 
had difficulty transporting their children to the preschool. The elementary principal 
shared, “Most parents were dropping off kids anyway. The only problem was the 9 to 11 
part made it a little harder for parents.”
While the elementary principal arranged for the afternoon preschoolers to ride the 
bus home if they lived in the rural areas, the busing did not help the morning 
preschoolers. The elementary principal admitted, “The bus coming didn’t help with the 
morning session because school starts at eighi and preschool starts at nine.” Prior to 
implementing the preschool program, the elementary principal visited with the childcare 
providers about their willingness to transport the preschool children in their care to and 
from the preschool. She shared, “I think talking to the daycare people. They take them 
everywhere else in town so they just took them to the preschool.”
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Summary
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified four factors that supported the implementation of the Hart 
Public School preschool program: (a) community collaborations; (b) administrative, 
school board, and parent support; (c) space availability; and (d) a qualified preschool 
teacher. Table 2 provides a summary of the factors affecting preschool implementation at 
Hart Public School.
Table 2. Factors Affecting Preschool Implementation at Hart Public School (n=35)
Factors Supporting Implementation Factors Hindering Implementation
Administrative, School Board, & Parent 
Support
Limited Teacher Involvement
Space Availability Funding
Qualified Preschool Teacher Transportation
Community Collaboration Shortened Implementation Timeline
Licensing Requirements
After the school board approved the preschool program, they gave the elementary
principal full responsibility to implement the program and provided additional funds to 
renovate the preschool classroom. Due to declining enrollment, a classroom was 
available within the school setting for the preschool program. The county social worker 
and the local fire department staff assisted the elementary principal with the preschool 
licensing. The superintendent completed some of the physical renovations the preschool 
classroom required to meet the preschool licensing requirements. Another community
collaborator, the area special education director, pledged his support in the form of start 
up supplies and tuition payments for preschool children with disabilities who attended the 
preschool. The elementary principal secured the assistance of the area childcare providers 
who agreed to transport enrolled children in their care to and from the preschool. Parents 
too supported the preschool program by enrolling their preschool aged children during 
the first year of the program’s implementation.
The superintendent, elementary principal, and some school board members 
(HCSB6, HCSB7, HCSB8) attributed much of the preschool program’s success to 
employing a qualified preschool teacher. The preschool teacher held a degree in early 
childhood development and had experience teaching in a Head Start program. She was 
able to implement a developmentally appropriate curriculum and assessment process, 
purchase developmentally appropriate materials, and arrange the preschool classroom to 
provide developmentally appropriate instruction for preschool children.
An analysis of the data obtained from, the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified five factors that hindered the implementation of the Hart 
Public School preschool program: (a) limited teacher involvement, (b) short program 
implementation timeline, (c) preschool licensing process, (d) state funding, and 
(e) transportation. The kindergarten and first grade teachers reported their limited 
involvement in the implementation process. In particular, this limited involvement may 
have prevented the teachers from initially collaborating with the preschool teacher in the 
areas of curriculum and kindergarten transition. The preschool teacher commented that 
she worked independently of the other teachers in Hart Public School that first year. The
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short implementation timeline also deterred any collaboration or planning between the 
kindergarten and preschool teacher prior to the start of the school year.
The lack of guidance or support from the Department of Public Instruction led the 
elementary principal to license the preschool through the county social services agency. 
She believed that some parents would find che preschool more attractive if she obtained a 
preschool license. On the other hand, the elementary principal found that completing all 
of the required licensing details in such a short amount of time was more of a barrier than 
a support.
The lack of state funding obliged the elementary principal to charge 
parents/guardians tuition to send their children to preschool. While the county social 
services agency agreed to assist families who could not afford the tuition, few families 
took advantage of the assistance. During the first year of operation, approximately half of 
the eligible 4-year-old preschool children attended the Hart Public School preschool.
Finally, the preschool schedule did not coincide with parents’ work or elementary 
school schedules. To assist with transportation, the elementary principal talked to the area 
childcare providers and some agreed to transport the enrolled children in their care to and 
from the preschool. The elementary principal then arranged for the rural school buses to 
transport the rural children enrolled in the afternoon preschool home.
In spite of these barriers, the preschool program enjoyed a successful 
implementation within Hart Public School. From his perspective as a parent, one school 
board member (HCSB6) summarized his thoughts regarding the implementation of the 
preschool within the public school setting:
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I think parents feel more secure and more safe because it [public school] already 
is a learning environment. School is where you go to learn. Rather than going to 
somebody’s house or a house that’s been purchased for that purpose, this is a 
natural classroom.. . .  You can feel safe . . .  you feel confident.
Factors That Supported Preschool Continuation 
An analysis of data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and reviewed 
documents identified six major factors that supported continuation of the Hart Public 
School preschool: (a) support from administration, school board members, teachers, 
community, and parents; (b) qualified preschool teacher; (c) challenging kindergarten 
curriculum; (d) delayed kindergarten entrance age; (e) fiscal solvency; and (f) integration 
into school structure.
Support from Administration, School Board Members,
Teachers, Community, and Parents
Administrative support. Administrative support for the preschool continued 
throughout the initiation, implementation, and continuation stages. The superintendent 
expressed his solid support for continuing the preschool program and his awareness of 
the positive impact the preschool program has had on students’ kindergarten readiness 
skills: “I doubt we would ever get rid of it because it has been such a major success. It 
really has prepared kids.. . .  We’re established now and the benefit definitely outweighs 
any reason to try and eliminate it.”
Reflecting on the administration’s support for the preschool over the past four 
years, one of the teachers (HT1) commented, “[Superintendent] has been an integral part 
of that. [Superintendent] has been really positive about it all and has always said we can
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get whatever we need.” A former school board member (HFSB2) who served during the 
first two years the preschool program operated shared her memories:
At the Hart preschool, I think the superintendent probably paid. Oh yes, I think he 
paid four or five times when 1 was on the board. There would be a list of people 
that were in arrears and he would just say, “Give me the list,” and he would just 
pay it.
That same school board member (HFSB2) shared her observations of the 
elementary principal: “They [Hart Public School] had an elementary principal that was 
willing to call people on the phone and collect [tuition] bills. That’s not usually what a 
principal does.” A review of the school board minutes noted that the elementary principal 
was willing to conduct fundraisers to cover the anticipated preschool budget deficit for 
the 2004-2005 school year. The elementary principal provided school board members 
with a list of benefits that could result from implementing the preschool within the school 
setting. Those benefits included (a) special education services available within the school 
setting for preschool students, (b) earlier identification of preschool students’ special 
learning needs, (c) involvement of preschool students within the school, (d) smoother 
transition to kindergarten, (e) improved kindergarten preparation, and (f) anticipated 
improvement in state testing scores.
The superintendent confirmed that Hart Public School had difficulty funding the 
preschool program during its second year of operation: “The next year we had a little 
more trouble with trying to find the funding. We [elementary principal and 
superintendent] looked into some ways that we could fund i t . . . .  That’s when we started 
Drive a Dodge and got matching funds.” The elementary principal verified the
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superintendent’s support: ‘i t  was touch and go after the first year [of the preschool 
program implementation). If it wasn’t for [superintendent] and my determination at that 
point, I don’t know that it [preschool program] wouldn’t have folded.”
The superintendent who has served since the initiation of the preschool retired 
following the fourth year of the preschool’s operation. When asked how this might affect 
the continuance of the preschool, the superintendent offered,
I’ll be retired and the new superintendent will continue it. I’m sure he’ll do as 
good a job if not better than I’ve done. I know that she’ll [elementary principal] 
do her job and make sure it’s able to keep going.
The elementary principal reinforced the superintendent’s judgment. While the 
new superintendent served as the Hart Public School high school principal, both of his 
children attended the school’s preschool. The elementary principal remarked that the 
superintendent “feels like that [preschool] program is just fantastic. It’s the best preschool 
program [he] ever heard of.” The elementary principal expressed her belief that the 
preschool program will continue after those who began the program have left:
A lot of programs die when the person who starts it leaves, but this program has 
been here long enough and is strong enough that I can’t really see it dying. I really 
do think there would be a public outcry if it did because the parents really do 
appreciate it.
School board support. Hart Public School has administered the preschool 
program over the past four school years. Interestingly, none of the current board members 
served during the time of the preschool program’s initiation and implementation but each 
has served during the past two or three years of the preschool program’s continuation.
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Besides issuing statements of support, the school board members have demonstrated their 
support of early education and the Hart Public School preschool. Three of the five current 
school board members have sent their preschool children to the preschool. The fourth 
school board member (HCSB6) indicated that he had sent his children to the private 
preschool before it closed. One teacher (HT1) shared that the fifth school board member 
(HCSB9) owned and operated a childcare center: “Right now on the board we have a 
daycare provider who is really gung-ho on early childhood so she’s been a positive voice 
for us too.”
The current school board members expressed their support for early education and 
the continuance of the preschool program. One school board member (HCSB6) shared, “I 
think that anything that you can do to get kids ready is going to help them in the long 
run.” Another school board member (HCSB8) confided, “I think you should throw as 
much as you can when kids are young like that. .. instead of waiting until they’re in high 
school. They’re so young and they are more like a sponge when they’re young.”
The current school board members conveyed their united su 'port for continuing 
the preschool program. One board member (HCSB7) stated,
We [school board members] don’t foresee having any changes as far as getting rid 
of the program. From the start, things became aligned real nicely and things 
worked out well. We’re not going to try and fix anything that isn’t broke.
A second school board member (HCSB8) emphasized his support for continuing 
the preschool program: “I don’t know what could happen negatively that would lead us to 
believe that we [school board members] wouldn’t want it anymore. As long as I’m on the 
school board it won’t change.” Two school board members indicated that they have heard
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nothing but positive comments about the preschool from the community. One (HCSB6) 
reported, “I’ve only heard positive things about it.” The second (HCSB7) noted, “It’s just 
such a win-win situation. I see no bad and I hear nothing bad.” This school board member 
indicated that early education was important to the livelihood of a rural community: 
“That’s just another draw for us as a rural community to have early education provided.” 
The elementary principal indicated her pleasure when the school board chose not 
to raise the tuition prices after the preschool budget ran a deficit at the close of its first 
year of operation: “I was really impressed and proud and tickled with the Board when 
they said they didn’t want to raise the tuition price.” From the elementary principal’s 
perspective, “They [school board] can see the merit of it. Even if they do have to fund it a 
little bit now, they can see that it’s worth it.”
Teacher support. Once the preschool classroom was implemented and operating 
within the Hart Public School setting, the kindergarten and first grade teachers supported 
the preschool teacher by offering their assistance as well as classroom materials they felt 
were better suited to the preschool level. As one teacher (HT3) recalled, “I was ready to 
share things that were sitting on my shelf for awhile that were not first grade materials or 
things that I had picked up elsewhere that I would donate.”
The preschool teacher discussed the support she received from the teachers after 
the preschool program was operating:
I did get supported. Coming in to set up my room, I had teachers come in to 
welcome me and help me out.. . .  I had [teacher] across the hall..  . and she’s 
constantly bringing in books that would help me out and toys. I have a whole 
kitchen full of things from her. I’ve gotten a lot of support from elementary staff.
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Community support. Representatives from the special education and the county 
social services agencies continued their active support of the preschool program 
following the preschool program’s implementation. The elementary principal and 
preschool teacher reported that the special education director has continued paying tuition 
for the preschoolers with disabilities who attended the preschool and purchasing needed 
supplies for the preschool. Both the special education personnel and the hospital speech 
therapist have continued referring children to the preschool while the county social 
services agency has continued overseeing the annual preschool license renewal and 
assisting income eligible families with the tuition. The preschool teacher summarized the 
assistance received from these key community agencies:
Social services we worked with a lot. They helped us with the parents who 
weren’t able to pay the whole tuition by working with a sliding scale. We also got 
licensed through them. The speech therapist in the hospital has given referrals to 
us. Special services has always been involved with the [preschool] program even 
before it was into the school. They’ve definitely given us a lot of referrals as well. 
At first, the community businesses had not acknowledged the existence of the 
preschool program within Hart Public School. The elementary principal remarked, “We 
now have the community trained that if they give ice cream bars or rodeo tickets that they 
just include the preschool. It took them a couple years. Now, they’re really good and they 
include them all the time.” The preschool teacher recounted that the community was not 
involved with the preschool program at first, but their involvement improved after she 
took the preschool students out into the community on field trips: “They [community]
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definitely got involved as I started the program. We do many field trips and I’ve gotten 
donations from different community members too.”
One teacher (HT3) provided an example of community support for the preschool: 
“I know that the preschool is such an important thing that when one of the preschooler’s 
dad was killed in an accident, many of the memorials were given to the preschool for her 
to continue the year.”
The elementary principal attributed her involvement with other community 
agencies and boards as another vehicle that promoted the preschool program. For 
example, the elementary principal has served on the local Chamber of Commerce Board 
for the past eight years. She noted that being on the Chamber Board has provided her a 
platfonn from which to discuss the benefits of the preschool program:
Being on the Chamber board didn’t hurt anything...  . Some of those kind of 
statements of people around town if there was any opposition, 1 think they just got 
squelched. They made them really turn around and think why wouldn’t we offer 
the best we can?
Both the elementary principal and a former school board member (HFSB1) shared 
their philosophies that once any agency has implemented a successful program within the 
community, the community then has expected that program to continue regardless of the 
circumstances. As the former board member (HFSB1) summarized,
I think that once you show the community a service, parents communicate with 
each other, “Oh you should get them into preschool. We really like this.” I think 
that supports it [new program] and then I think there’s a drive for that service. 
Thankfully, that makes it more difficult to stop providing a preschool.
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In relation to the continr nee of the preschool program, the elementary principal 
speculated, “I think the community just figures we’re just going to keep doing it. Why 
wouldn’t we? You get something going that is good, and they [the community] just forget 
and it becomes expected.’"
Parent support. During its fourth operating year, the preschool program achieved 
an enrollment milestone. The preschool teacher remarked that every child who will be 
entering kindergarten in the fall of 2007 has attended the Hart Public School preschool 
program. That e ollment rate marked a striking improvement from the first year of 
operation when only half the children attended preschool before they entered 
kindergarten. The elementary principal recollected,
f  rr first preschool group are now going to be fourth graders this fall.. . .  I would 
say more than half [were in preschool]. About 10-15% were in two years; the year 
before they were in the other preschool and then came to this one as 4-year-olds. 
The elementary principal has promoted preschool services for 3-year-olds as well 
as 4-year-olds: “To me some kids need more than one year. Some children do fine with 
one [year of preschool] but there are a lot of them that really benefit from two [years of 
preschool].” While the 4- and 5-year-old class filled the first year, the 3-year-old class did 
not fill until the fourth year the preschool program operated. The elementary principal 
explained,
Our older [4- and 5-year-old] age was almost always full, right from the 
beginning, but the younger [? year-old] was really slow. The second year, we had 
maybe three or four in a group, but last year it was full.
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The elementary principal acknowledged that at first parents and teachers did not 
believe that 3-year-olds should attend preschool. The full enrollment of the 3-year-old 
class during the past year attested to the parents’ changing perceptions regarding the 
education of 3-year-olds. The elementary principal attributed this change to “simply 
watching how the kids have blossomed and watching their success.”
In spite of the parents’ changing perceptions regarding the education of their 
3-year-old children, one of the Hart Public School elementary teachers (HT2) emphasi sed 
that parents should not send their children to preschool until the year before they attend 
kindergarten. She remarked that sending children to preschool before that time increased 
the parents’ expectations regarding their 4-year-old child’s kindergarten readiness:
If they [parents] send those kids to preschool at 4 and they learn all their ABCs, 
then parents think they’re ready to go on to kindergarten. But there’s still that 
huge maturity issue so parents are having to struggle with that.
When asked how they recruited children and families for the preschool program, 
the preschool teacher listed several activities that she has used to promote public 
awareness and support: (a) taking field trips into the community, (b) producing radio 
advertisements with the preschool children, and (c) hosting an open house for the 
community in the spring. The preschool teacher attributed the full enrollment to “word of 
mouth” and parent education about the importance of early education: “They [parents] 
seek me out. I haven’t had to call anyone, it’s just basically word of mouth now. I think 
parents just know how important it is for their kids to get an early start.”
As the elementary principal reflected on the full enrollment and success of the 
preschool program, she concluded, “They [parents] all registered on their own. It is
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simply the thing to do. In the first year, I think the program sold itself. It’s like anything 
else; if you do it well, they’ll come.”
The parent survey results supported this high rate of enrollment in the preschool 
program. Parents of 4-year-old prekindergartners, kindergartners, and first graders 
completed the survey. Of the 22 parents who responded to the survey, 21 had sent their 
child to a preschool. Approximately 39 of those children attended the preschool located 
in the Hart Public School, 1 attended a private preschool in another city within the same 
state, and 1 attended a Head Start in another state. Every parent with children entering 
kindergarten in the fall of 2007 indicated that their child had attended the Hart Public 
School preschool.
Only one parent, who responded to the survey indicated that her child had not 
attended a preschool. That parent cited money as the reason her child had not attended 
preschool and stated that her child had not experienced any effects from not attending 
preschool. That parent’s child would have been eligible to attend the preschool program 
during its second year of implementation. Even though the elementary principal, 
superintendent, preschool teacher, and several school board members indicated financial 
assistance was available for tuition through the school or social services, this family did 
not take advantage of either option for tuition assistance.
The most frequently cited reason parents gave for sending their child to preschool 
was kindergarten preparation, 'fable 3 summarizes the number of parents who listed each 
reason they sent their child to preschool. Parents included the development of both 
academic and social skills in their descriptions of kindergarten readiness as reflected in 
some of their written comments:
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* To prepare, know the school work more in writing, learning skills, social 
skills, know rules.
• Enhance learning of skills; i.e. colors, letters, sounds, #’s, etc.
Table 3. Reasons Parents Listed for Sending Their Child to Hart Preschool (m=22).
Kindergarten Work Outside Child Wanted to
Reason Preparation the Home Attend Preschool Socialization
Number of
Parents Who 14 
Listed Response
3 3 2
Only two parents listed social skills separate from kindergarten preparation. Three 
parents noted that they worked and did not have time to prepare their child for 
kindergarten while three others indicated their child was ready for learning activities 
outside of their day cares and homes. Along with these reasons, parents indicated their 
beliefs that the kindergarten curriculum was changing and they needed help in preparing 
their children for the challenging academic curriculum. These reasons were reflected in 
the parents’ written statements:
® 1 don’t have the time with a full time job to teach her all the things she needs
to learn before kindergarten.
• With both parents working full time, we just don’t have a lot of extra time 
with some learning.
» I’m a single mom and work full-time. My son needed outside influences also, 
besides daycare and me!
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• She could learn things at preschool that, we as parents, can’t get through to the 
kids.
• I feel parents are wonder teachers and should do as much as possible with 
their kids. But a lot of times kids listen to and can learn better from a 
nonparent.
« [1] wanted him to have the best advantage possible. We have an academic
kindergarten here. I wanted to be sure that he was ready.
• They have to know so much now by the time they get to kindergarten. 
Approximately 82% of the 22 parents who responded to the survey from the Hart
Public School district answered that both the parent and school were responsible for 
preparing a child for kindergarten while only 18% indicated that the parent only was 
responsible. Every parent who responded to the survey indicated their support of public 
schools providing preschool classes.
While parents from the Hart Public School district supported the public school 
providing preschool classes, two parents who completed the survey stressed that 
preschool should remain optional:
• Preschool at four should be an OPTION -  not a mandate.
• I do NOT support mandated preschool.
One of the current school board members (HCSB8) also expressed his belief that 
preschool should remain optional: “Parents need to know that it’s not mandatory that they 
go to preschool.”
Approximately 95% of the 22 parents from Hart Public School district who
responded to this survey indicated their approval of using public tax funds for preschool
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classes and their willingness to pay a fee for preschool classes for their child. Nine • 
parents commented that they already paid a fee to obtain preschool services for their child 
from Hart Public School. Only one parent noted that she would not support the use of 
public tax funds for providing preschool classes nor would she be willing to pay a fee to 
obtain preschool for her child. Another parent conditioned her response by stating, “Only 
if it did not cut funds to elementary, secondary, and music/arts education.”
One of the current school board members (HCSB7) and parent of a child who had 
attended preschool expressed her support:
I feel as a parent that if my kids can start out enjoying school instead of being 
frustrated, I think that that just encourages them to keep a good path going. The 
goal of the preschool in preparing the kids for kindergarten has been successful. 
Qualified Preschool Teacher
The elementary principal, teachers, and some school board members attributed a 
great deal of the preschool program's successful continuation to the competencies of the 
preschool teacher. One teacher (HT2) remarked, “She’s [preschool teacher] just been a 
great person to have on staff.” Another teacher (HT4) reinforced that viewpoint: “Well I 
think that [preschool teacher] is just a wonderful teacher.” One of the former school 
board members (HFSB2) stated that she believed “good staff, quality staff’ contributed to 
the preschool program’s successful continuance.
The elementary principal summarized the impact a qualified preschool teacher 
had on the successful continuation of the preschool program: “What she [preschool 
teacher] did was so much more than had been done even in the preschool before and 
people were like wow, so word or mouth just spread in a small town.”
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Challenging Kindergarten Curriculum
While the elementary principal, kindergarten teacher, and several school board 
members referenced the challenging kindergarten curriculum as one factor leading to the 
preschool program’s initiation, these same individuals indicated that the advanced 
kindergarten curriculum has promoted the continuance of the preschool program. The 
school administrators, school board members, teachers, and parents believed that the 
kindergarten curriculum had increased in difficulty over the past five years since the 
passage of the NCLB Act in 2001. The kindergarten teacher commented,
As long as they [kindergarten students] knew their alphabet by the end of 
kindergarten and knew their sounds, they were ready for first grade; not 
anymore.. . .  My kindergarten program has moved into the preschool and now my 
program has moved. I take first grade stuff into my program, but I try to still make 
it fun.
The elementary principal described how the advanced kindergarten curriculum 
affected the first grade curriculum:
The kindergartners are now doing the first grade reading book and now we’re 
going to start the second book of first grade when they come in the fall. Four 
years ago that would have been, we can’t do that. Now it’s like why can’t we do 
that? If s just a change of thought, a whole change in the process.
From the perspective of a parent, one of the current school board members 
(HCSB7) stated that her daughter’s class was the “first class that had that fast-paced
reading___The pace has tripled I bet from when my daughter was in five years ago from
when my son went through Kindergarten tins past year.” 1'his same board membci
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(HCSB7) voiced her support of continuing the preschool to prepare the children for the 
challenging curriculum: “With the increased or more fast-paced curriculum that they’re 
doing, especially in the reading with the kindergarten students, I think it’s almost vital to 
get the preschool students in there.”
Eleven of the 22 parents responding to the survey noted the increased difficulty of 
the kindergarten curriculum since the passage of the NCLB Act as noted in their 
comments:
• With tougher kindergarten curriculum, students need to come in already 
knowing a lot of information.
» Kindergarten has become so academic and they expect so much from the kids.
• There is an educational kindergarten program that is very rigorous.
• Kindergarten has turned into what used to be first grade, so preschool has 
turned into kindergarten.
• Four seems so young, but with the No Child Left Behind, you almost feel the 
sooner the better.
• Many parents don’t work with their children and with tougher kindergarten 
curriculum, students need to come in already knowing a lot of info 
[information].
In spite of the challenging kindergarten curriculum, the preschool teacher has 
continued using a developmentally appropriate early childhood curriculum. She remarked 
that while the curriculum might have changed, the preschool children have remained the
same:
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She’s [kindergarten teacher] always just told me that I’m teaching them 
[preschool students] the right things and that they come in knowing their 
stuff.. . .  I really just gear my curriculum toward developmentally appropriate 
things for early childhood so I don’t want to change that too much. The kids 
aren’t the ones that are changing, and it’s the curriculums that are. I worry about 
that going into kindergarten so I just stick with what I know.
Delayed Kindergarten Entrance Age
Due to the challenging kindergarten curriculum, Hart Public School 
administration has recommended an older kindergarten entrance age. While this state’s 
century code stated that children enrolled in a kindergarten program must be 5 years of 
age by August 31 in the year they will attend kindergarten, the elementary principal 
published the following notice in the February and March elementary school newsletters: 
Kindergarten is open to all children in the Hart Public School District who will be 
five years old on or before August 31, 2007. We recommend they are five by 
December 31,2006 because we have an academic kindergarten program and our 
students go five days a week after the first quarter of school. (Hart Elementary 
School Newsletter, March, 2007)
Children who might be age eligible to attend kindergarten but do not meet the 
recommended age entrance guidelines established by the Hart Public School 
administration are encouraged to attend the preschool program. The kindergarten teacher 
explained, “My class this year, my youngest kid turned 6 November 22nd. He was my 
youngest. My kids started turning 7 on February 2,ld so in that respect my kids are older.”
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Prior to enrolling their children in kindergarten, the elementary principal has 
requested that parents bring their children to a kindergarten screening as noted in the 
February elementary school newsletter:
Students who plan to attend Kindergarten will receive a letter in the mail with a 
time to come for Kindergarten Screening on Wednesday, March 21, 2007. 
Students will have their hearing and vision checked. They will be screened for 
speech and language concerns and complete a Kindergarten readiness [screening]. 
(Hart Elementary School Newsletter, February, 2007)
The preschool teacher noted that the kindergarten teacher has utilized the 
information obtained from the screening to counsel parents in their decision to send their 
child to kindergarten. Before that happens, the preschool teacher has communicated with 
the parents regarding their child’s readiness for kindergarten:
[Kindergarten teacher] will inform parents what she feels is best for the child. 
Before that point even arises, I have communicated with the parent whether 
another year of preschool would be best or if the child is ready to move on. 
Parents really have respected my thoughts and for the most part have listened to 
my suggestions.
Fiscal Solvency
A review of the preschool program’s financial report disclosed the primary 
expenses and revenue sources. I he teacher’s and assistant’s salaries, fringe benefits, and 
a small supply budget were the primary expenses. The primary revenue sources for the 
preschool program included tuition fees and state aid based on the average daily 
membership (ADM) of the previous program year. The ADM included only those
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preschool children with disabilities receiving special education. Additional funding came 
from the special education agency that paid extra tuition for preschool children with 
disabilities who attended preschool four days a week instead of the two that the other 
preschool children without disabilities attended. After the elementary principal licensed 
the preschool program through the state’s Department of Human Services, the county 
social services agency provided childcare assistance funding for income qualifying 
families who could not afford the tuition. The elementary principal stated that only three 
families have utilized childcare assistance to pay the preschool tuition since the 
implementation of the preschool program.
The elementary principal viewed the preschool program like any other program 
within the school setting, with the exception of funding: “I guess that’s [preschool 
program] like any other program except this isn’t funded by the state so it really falls on 
our shoulders to make sure it happens.” To assist with the preschool expenses, including 
tuition for those parents who could not afford the cost, the elementary principal organized 
fundraisers. She recalled that after the first year of the preschool program 
implementation, funding was short so she used funds from a major fundraiser to assist 
with the preschool expenses: “We always do an annual chili feed and supper . . .  so the 
first couple of years the focus was for the preschool.”
As stated by one of the current school board members (HCSB7), the funds raised 
were used to buy materials and supplies for the preschool: “They [elementary principal, 
preschool teacher, and parents of preschool children] did a lot of fundraisers just to get 
the play equipment, the little books, reading area, [and] bean bags.” These fundraisers 
provided the preschool teacher with the necessary items for the preschool classroom. As
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the preschool teacher reported, “I’m pretty well established now. I haven’t had to go out 
and buy a bunch of new things this year at all, just the basic daily things I might need for 
art or things like that.”
The elementary principal felt that the tuition rates were affordable for most 
families: “We’re not trying to make money and we don’t want to financially stress people 
out.” During the second year of operation, the elementary principal reported that the 
preschool program was running a deficit but the school board was against raising the 
tuition rates. She recalled, “I didn’t want to [raise the tuition]. I wanted to be accessible to 
all our parents, even those who don’t have a lot of money.” Regarding the collection of 
the tuition, the elementary principal recounted,
Everybody eventually pays; most of the time they just forget. I just call and 
remind them and almost everyone without exception finally pays. If they seem to 
be struggling, I offer to help them with tuition, milk, or snack fees.
One teacher (HT2) verified that assistance was available to families who could 
not afford the preschool tuition: “If somebody can’t pay the tuition, we find the money to 
get their kids there as long as the parents want them there.” A current school board 
member (HCSB7) confirmed the availability of financial support: “Nobody’s really gone 
without in our district; some way, some how, we find a way to help them out.”
Since implementing the preschool program, Hart Public School has operated four 
preschool sessions, two morning and two afternoon sessions. The preschool teacher 
stated that the morning session enrollment has averaged around 5 or 6 preschoolers while 
the afternoon session enrollment has averaged 12 to 13 preschoolers. The elementary 
principal sunnised, “I think the parents are happy with it.” On the other hand, the
preschool teacher noted that she would “love to have more time with kids.” One of the 
former board members (HFSB2) commented that money is the most likely reason that the 
Hart Public School preschool has not operated every day.
Summarizing her optimism regarding the future funding of preschool education, a 
current school board member (HCSB7) remarked,
Things will probably change and I guess if it comes to play down the road in the 
future where we could incorporate that preschool into the entire public system, 
then there wouldn’t be a tuition factor. Of course, it would be free.
Integration Into School Structure
After operating the preschool program in the school setting for four years, the 
school administrators, school board members, and teachers agreed that the preschool has 
become part of their public school environment. The school superintendent stated, “We 
actually go Pre K through 12. That’s how we view it.” The elementary principal endorsed 
the superintendent’s appraisal of the preschool’s integration into their public school:
I think if I were to leave and the next principal came in here and thought that they 
wouldn’t have a preschool, I think they would have a problem. It’s kind of like, 
well of course we have a preschool. Why, doesn’t everyone else? It’s kind of the 
thinking now.
One teacher (HT3) confirmed the integration of the preschool program within 
their public school setting: “I think it [preschool program] has been a very positive thing 
within our school system. I assume that it would never quit. I think it will always be now. 
I think it is an established part of our school.” Several board members also indicated their 
acceptance of the preschool as part of their school district. One board member (HCSB7)
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stated, “I look at preschool through grade 12 when I look at making a decision. They’re 
[preschool] part of us. They’re not separate, they’re part of the school. They’re part of the 
district.” Another board member (HFSB2) reiterated that attitude: “It’s part of the school 
and I can’t imagine they could ever back up from it.”
The elementary principal has taken many steps to integrate the preschool program 
into the elementary school structure. First, the elementary principal has supervised and 
evaluated the preschool teacher just like any other elementary teacher: “She’s [preschool 
teacher] a teacher in my opinion. I do [evaluate] her like everyone else.” Second, the 
elementary principal has invited the preschool teacher to attend the elementary staff 
meetings if the agenda has been relevant to preschool. Third, the elementary principal has 
scheduled the preschool parent teacher conferences at the same time as the rest of the 
elementary school. Finally, the elementary principal has sent the message to the 
community that the preschool is part of the Hart Public School system. The elementary 
principal reported,
When she started out, I asked her to the teachers’ meetings, but half of it wasn’t 
pertinent to what she was doing.. . .  Finally, I just put an agenda in the box every 
day so she can choose what is relevant and what isn’t.
The preschool teacher provided several more examples of how the elementary 
principal and other teachers have integrated the preschool program into the existing 
school structure. The preschool teacher noted that the music teacher invited the older 
group of preschool children to participate in the music program: “They [preschool 
children] were involved with the music program and the spring concert ever since it 
started. Also, they are involved with the Christmas concert., . .  They visit her [music
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teacher] 20 minutes a day and the kids just love it.” The preschool teacher noted that the 
first graders have visited the preschool classroom to read to the children: “I did have [first 
and second grade] classes come in to read to my kids before, and we’ll be doing that 
again this year.”
The preschool teacher shared that the elementary principal has invited them to 
participate in the school assemblies but has let her to decide if the assemblies are 
appropriate for preschool children. The preschool teacher stated, “[Elementary principal] 
is always good about communicating with me if I want to be involved with this or that.
It’s just a matter of what I think is appropriate and beneficial to them [preschool 
children].” Finally, the preschool teacher noted that the elementary principal has included 
preschool items in the elementary school newsletter: “They [Hart Public School] have a 
monthly newsletter going out just to the school district. If there is anything that I need to 
tell parents, she’ll [elementary principal] put it in there too.”
A review of the elementary school newsletters from the 2006-2007 school year 
provided additional evidence of the integration of the preschool program into the Hart 
Public School setting. The newsletter informed the public of the music concerts where the 
“Pre-School through fourth graders will perform” and the parent teacher conferences 
where students in grades “Pre-School through third grade will have scheduled 
conferences” (Hart Elementary Newsletter, November, 2006). In the discussion on 
kindergarten registration, the newsletter stated, “We will need copies of birth certificates 
if your child was not in our Pre-School. Students who have been in Pre-School already 
have those on file” (Hart Elementary Newsletter, February & March, 2007). The 
elementary school newsletter reported on the preschool starting date for the next school
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term: “The first day for Pre-School next fall will be Monday, August 27. They will not 
come the week of August 20th” (Hart Elementary Newsletter, April, 2007).
The preschool handbook offered further confirmation of the preschool program’s 
integration into the Hart Public School’s policies and procedures. Due to the preschool 
licensing requirements, the elementary principal developed a separate preschool 
handbook. The preschool licensing requirements mandated the inclusion of additional 
policies specific to preschool; however, the preschool handbook referenced existing Hart 
Public School policies related to field trips, child abuse and neglect, dress guidelines, 
discipline, medication administration, and emergencies (Hart Public School Preschool 
Handbook, 2006-2007). One of the current school board members (HCSB7) commented 
about placing the preschool within the public school setting: “It [preschool] brings them 
[preschoolers] in with the other students. They’re no longer segregated in the preschool. 
They’re part of the school.”
Factors That Hindered Preschool Continuation
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified three major factors that hindered continuation of the Hart 
Public School preschool program: (a) state funding, (b) professional development 
opportunities, and (c) ongoing preschool orientation and reporting.
State Funding
The school administrators, school board members, and teachers agreed that lack 
of funding was the primary barrier to the continued operation of the preschool program. 
The elementary principal proposed fundraising to supplement the tuition and foundation 
aid payments received by the state for serving preschool children with disabilities. Two
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school board members noted that tuition was an extra burden parents had to assume in 
addition to childcare costs. One board member (HCSB7) remarked, “I know from some 
of the parents at the time would have to pay day care while the kids were at preschool. So 
you’re doubling up and for parents that was a tough thing.”
Another funding blow occurred when the special education personnel did not 
recommend double preschool sessions for some of the preschool children with 
disabilities. That recommendation resulted in a decrease in anticipated tuition. The 
elementary principal recalled, “It’s kind of a catch-22 because we’re doing what we did 
to help kids. It did help kids. Now we’re going to take it away because it helped?”
The elementary principal noted that the state legislators recently approved using 
Title I funds for preschool education:
We don’t get enough Title I funding to do that. We barely have enough to do what 
we do and now we don’t even have that. Now, Title I ironically is pushing 
preschool a lot, and I just chuckle because if we could have, I would have funded 
it like that right away. It would have been the easiest way to fund it. We also have 
an after school program [financed with existing Title I funds] with math and 
reading, and they are all essential. I can’t imagine cutting them.
While agreeing that funding was the greatest barrier, the preschool teacher hoped 
that one day the state would assist with funding preschool education: “I’m hoping 
someday the school district won’t have to fork out their own money for it. I hope it 
[preschool program] would be funded through the state. Then we could really grow and 
expand.”
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Professional Development Opportunities
While the elementary principal has integrated many components of the preschool 
program into the existing school structure, some differences have remained between the 
elementary grades and the preschool program in the area of professional development. 
Even though the elementary principal has invited the preschool teacher to elementary 
teacher staff meetings, the preschool teacher remarked that she does not attend most of 
them: “I don’t feel like a lot of that information pertains to me, so I’ve opted out of a lot 
of those [staff meetings]. The elementary principal agreed that half of the staff meetings 
were not relevant to the preschool program, and “she [preschool teacher] usually doesn’t 
come to most of them.”
The kindergarten and preschool teachers both attested to the good working 
relationship they have formed since the preschool program began operating in Hart 
Public School. The kindergarten teacher reported, “I knew [preschool teacher] 
beforehand. So it was just easy. Everything happened informally. We just took it upon 
ourselves to do it.” While the kindergarten and preschool teachers have not shared any 
training opportunities or structured planning time, they reported having a lot of 
communication with one another. The kindergarten teacher stated, “We just have a lot of 
communication back and forth.. . .  It’s just informal.” The kindergarten teacher admitted 
to feeling lucky that the preschool teacher was competent and taught the preschool 
children the necessary kindergarten readiness skills: “She [preschool teacher] knows what 
they [preschool children] need to know to get up here [kindergarten]. We were lucky. It’s 
probably not always going to be like that.”
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When discussing the alignment of the preschool curriculum with the kindergarten 
curriculum standards and benchmarks, the preschool teacher commented,
I haven’t done any of that at this point, but I do want to eventually learn more 
about that. Our curriculum in Hart school, I know is a little more advanced than 
other schools I’ve talked to. I know they’re doing different reading curriculums 
now.
The professional development opportunities available to the other elementary 
teaching staff are often not appropriate for early childhood education. The preschool 
license has required that the preschool teacher attend a minimum of 13 hours of 
in-service training annually as approved by the county social services agency. The 
preschool teacher acknowledged she has obtained the needed training by attending early 
childhood conferences that take place across the state. The elementary principal added, 
“We’ve paid for anything that they’ve [preschool teacher and teaching assistant] gone to 
because they have to have the training to have a preschool license.” Given the limited 
opportunities to attend professional development with the other elementary teachers, the 
preschool teacher expressed excitement that the kindergarten teacher had invited her to 
attend a study group in the fall: “There is a study group happening on Love and Logic 
with the kindergarten teacher and her study group so she has invited me. I’ll hopefully be 
a part of that.”
Ongoing Preschool Orientation and Reporting
The teachers and school board members were unable to answer questions related 
to the preschool program’s finances. The teachers acknowledged their limited knowledge 
regarding the tuition costs. One teacher (HT4) commented, “I don’t know the cost of it. I
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don’t know if you’re on free and reduced lunch, do you get a break? I don’t know any of 
that.” Another teacher (HT2) remarked that the preschool teacher had her own budget and 
that the parents paid a fee for their children to attend the preschool but she was not 
knowledgeable about the details: “I know [preschool teacher] has her own budget. I know 
she gets money from parents and they pay a fee for them to go. I’m not sure how that’s 
all taken care of.”
The current school board members reported their uncertainty about the school 
district’s financial support of the preschool program. None of the current board members 
were present during the preschool program’s initiation and implementation. One of the 
current school board members (HCSB6) replied, “I don’t know if they’re doing outside 
funding, if they have grants. They might be applying for grants.. . .  It’s tuition; they do 
charge. I don’t know what the amount is.” Another current school board member 
(HCSB8) indicated that he did not know if the school district provided any funding or 
received any Title funding for the preschool program: “I couldn’t answer that 
correctly.. . .  I don’t know if there are any Title monies that go; I don’t think so.” When 
asked how the school district financed the preschool program, a third school board 
member (HCSB9) replied, “You know, I don’t really know.”
When asked if she provided an orientation on the preschool program for new 
school board members, the elementary principal responded,
I guess I should do more after I listened to one of our board members, and I know 
his child even went though the program, call it a Head Start program. I decided I 
should staid putting little blips in my board report to remind them.
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For the first three years of the preschool program’s operation, the elementary 
principal provided annual preschool financial reports to the school board but she 
acknowledged, “I don’t even do that anymore. I did for three or four years but then they 
[school board members] said, ‘Well it’s going well; you don’t really need to do that 
anymore.’”
A review of those preschool financial reports noted that the elementary principal 
provided the school board with an end of the year report recording the actual revenue and 
expenses that occurred during the program year as well as the projected revenue and 
expenses for the upcoming program year. The school board members remarked that the 
elementary principal would update the board on the preschool enrollment including 
information regarding any preschool children with disabilities who were enrolling in the 
preschool. A current board member (HCSB6) stated,
The elementary principal usually has a report every board meeting but it doesn’t 
always include the preschool unless there is something specific that’s going on. 
And that’s usually a matter of instructors or if there’s a child coming in that has a 
special need or something like that. Other than that, it’s really been running 
smoothly so there hasn’t been an issue to bring up.
While the Hart Public School administration has not yet implemented a formal 
evaluation system to measure the progress of the preschool children, three of the current 
school board members attested to the positive impact the preschool program had on their 
children when they attended. One board member (HCSB8) stated, “This kindergarten 
class [that his sons attended] was the first one that had the full preschool plus the 
kindergarten and the progress they made in kindergarten was by far more than the class
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before them.” The school board members reported that they had received positive 
feedback from the kindergarten and first grade teachers as well as the parents who had 
sent their children. One school board member (HCSB6) commented, “I do know other 
parents that do have children that are in the program and they enjoy it. They’re happy 
with it. . . .  I know that the kindergarten teacher definitely appreciates it. It has made her 
job so much easier.”
Reflecting on the lack of quantitative data related to the progress of children who 
attended the preschool program, one school board member (HCSB7) noted, “We’re still 
in . . .  the experimental stages in the school district with the elementary tracking these 
kids to see how it was. Have they shown any differences from before we had the 
preschool?” The preschool teacher noted that she did not have an opportunity to discuss 
the progress of the preschool children with the other teachers, the school administrators, 
or the school board members. She was not aw'are of the impact the preschool program 
had on her former students’ progress in school; she expressed her interest in that 
information: “I would like to see that information but no, I haven’t.”
Summary
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified six major factors that supported continuation of the Hart 
Public School preschool program: (a) support from administration, school board 
members, teachers, community, and parents; (b) qualified preschool teacher;
(c) challenging kindergarten curriculum; (d) kindergarten entrance age; (e) fiscal 
solvency; and (f) integration into school structure. Table 4 provides a summary of the 
factors affecting preschool continuation at Hart Public School.
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Table 4. Factors Affecting Preschool Continuation at Hart Public School (n=35).
Factors Supporting Continuation Factors Hindering Continuation
Administrative, School Board, Teacher, 
Community, & Parent Support
State Funding
Professional Development
Qualified Preschool Teacher 
Challenging Kindergarten Curriculum Staff & School Board Orientation and 
Reporting
Delayed Kindergarten Entrance Age
Fiscal Solvency
Integration Into School Structure
Following the preschool’s implementation, the superintendent and elementary 
principal continued to support the preschool in spite of financial setbacks. After the first 
year, the preschool program ran a deficit that forced the elementary principal into 
fundraising activities. The superintendent assisted by raising funds to pay the outstanding 
tuition bills. When the elementary principal suggested raising the tuition, the school 
board declined and stated their intent to keep the preschool program affordable for most 
parents. While none of the current school board members was present during the 
preschool program’s initiation, each expressed their support for continuing the preschool 
program. Three of the current school board members have sent their children to the Hart 
Public School preschool program.
The elementary principal and preschool teacher emphasized the importance of 
ongoing community involvement to the continuance of the preschool program. While the 
elementary principal has joined community boards, the preschool teacher has taken the
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children on field trips throughout the community. These efforts have resulted in 
educating the community on the benefits of the preschool program and maintaining the 
community’s awareness of the preschool’s presence within the public school setting.
Staff from those community agencies that assisted the preschool program during 
its implementation stage have continued to provide advisement, referrals, and financial 
support for the Hart Public School preschool. The county social worker has continued to 
assist the preschool program with maintaining its license, the local hospital’s speech 
pathologist has continued referring preschool children, and the regional special education 
director has continued paying tuition for preschool children with disabilities to attend the 
preschool.
The school administrators, school board members, and teachers at Hart Public 
School agreed that hiring a qualified and competent preschool teacher has also promoted 
continuation of the preschool program as her quality reputation has spread throughout the 
small community. A growing percentage of parents have enrolled their age eligible 
children in the preschool program during its past four years of operation. Parents who 
responded to the survey commented that they enrolled their children in preschool to 
prepare them for kindergarten and to meet the demands of the challenging kindergarten 
curriculum. These parents indicated their support of public schools providing preschool 
classes as well as their approval of using public tax funds and privately paid fees to fund 
the preschool. The delayed kindergarten entrance date has also encouraged parents to 
send their children to preschool for an additional year.
Developing a financial plan that allowed the preschool to become financially 
independent of the school also supported the preschool’s continuation. Without state
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funding, the tuition payments and fundraisers have kept the preschool solvent without 
adding further stress to Hart Public School’s stretched budget.
During the preschool’s four years of existence, the school administration and staff 
have integrated the preschool into their school structure by including the preschool in 
school-related activities such as school concerts and parent teacher conferences. The 
elementary principal has incorporated existing school policies and procedures into the 
preschool regulations whenever possible.
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified three major factors that hindered continuation of the Hart 
Public School preschool program: (a) state funding, (b) professional development 
opportunities, and (c) ongoing preschool orientation and reporting.
Even though the preschool program has reached financial stability, the school 
administration and preschool teacher have continued to view funding as the most serious 
barrier to the preschool program’s continuance. Secondly, professional development 
opportunities for the preschool teacher have been scarce and difficult to access as they 
have not been available locally as part of the public school’s professional development 
plan. The Hart Public School board members and staff have also indicated their limited 
knowledge related to the funding, operation, and evaluation of the program.
One of the current school board members (HCSB7) considered the school’s role 
in providing the preschool: “Our world is ever changing constantly, but there is a need to 
keep up and I think our school district is fulfilling that need.” Another board member 
(HCSB8) summarized the integration of the preschool within the Hart Public School 
setting: “It seems only natural to have it [preschool] in a school setting.”
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Research Question Two: What role did key stakeholders play in the voluntary 
initiation, implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program within a public 
school setting located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund prekindergarten 
programs?
Key Stakeholders ’ Role in Preschool Initiation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified the following key stakeholders as playing an active role in 
the preschool program’s initiation within Hart Public School: (a) superintendent,
(b) elementary principal, and (c) former school board members who served during the 
2002-2003 school year. They were involved in the initial discussions regarding the 
incoming kindergartner’s lack of school readiness skills. The elementary principal 
recalled, “We were talking about some of the concerns that we had with students 
[kindergartners] that they were coming in and they were not really prepared.”
The superintendent recalled the discussion centered on the closing of the private 
preschool program in Hart and the possibility of opening a preschool within Hart Public 
School: “We decided that it was maybe something we could do here in school because 
the preschool teacher at that time in town was closing up.”
At the close of this discussion, the superintendent and former school board 
members present asked the elementary principal to prepare a proposal for implementing a 
preschool within Hart Public School. The elementary principal recalled,
It [preschool proposal] was just a real simple one or two page thing on the number 
of kids that I thought we would get based on the number of kids that we had had 
in the preschool, the number of special ed [education] kids that you get
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reimbursed from the state. At that time, funding was a pretty big deal, what the 
tuition cost would be, what that would bring in, and what I thought the cost of the 
teacher would b e .. . .  I put together a proposal at the board retreat and we talked 
about it. Then we brought it back again at the next meeting and they decided to go 
ahead.
The former school board members who served during the preschool program’s 
initiation period credited the elementary principal with gaining their approval to 
implement the preschool program. One of those school board members (HFSB3) 
reflected, “I think the main push was our elementary principal, who I think is very 
progressive in the profession, and she presented it to the school board and we could see 
the merits of it.” Another school board member (HFSB1) affirmed the elementary 
principal’s role in the preschool program’s initiation: “We had an elementary principal 
who took on that responsibility, put it all together and brought the information and made 
it an absolute no brainer for that Board to vote for.”
The elementary principal summarized her role during the preschool program 
initiation stage:
You get the information to people, check out the finances, put together a plan and 
have all your homework done so you can answer questions. Sell the people on it, 
the Board or whoever and then just go out, and start doing it after they give you 
approval. If you do the first part, they’ll [school board] give you the approval. 
Then the real work begins.
While crediting the elementary principal with doing most of the work during the 
preschool program initiation stage, those former school board members considered the
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preschool proposal and approved the implementation of the preschool program without 
state funding or support. One of the former school board members (HFSB3) noted,
We were getting quite an influx of students in kindergarten that needed . . .  an 
extra year in a school setting, even a half-day situation would be to their benefit. I 
don’t think there was a single board member that wouldn’t agree that that’s why 
we did it.
Key Stakeholders Without a Role in Preschool Initiation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents did not provide any evidence of involvement by parents, community 
members, or other Hart Public School teachers during the initiation process. When asked 
if community members or parents were involved, one board member (HFSB4) present 
during the preschool program initiation replied, “Not that I recall.” The kindergarten and 
first grade teachers acknowledged their limited involvement during the preschool 
program’s initiation.
Support from the Department of Public Instruction was noticeably absent during 
the preschool program initiation period. After contacting the Department of Public 
Instruction and inquiring whether they would provide any guidance for a preschool 
program, the elementary principal recalled the state representative replied, “There’s no 
preschools in the state like that that we are aware of.” A Department of Public Instruction 
representative “gave me some information on some [preschool programs] that were kind 
of close, but none of them were really a regular preschool” and the state representative 
told her the state had no funding for preschools.
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Key Stakeholders ’ Role in Preschool Implementation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified the following key stakeholders as playing an active role in 
the preschool program’s implementation within Hart Public School: (a) superintendent,
(b) elementary principal, and (c) preschool teacher. The elementary principal named 
other community agency officials who offered their assistance during the preschool 
program’s implementation: the regional special education director, the county social 
worker, and the fire depaitment officials.
After the school board approved the preschool program, their role became one of 
appropriating funds needed for supplies and room renovations to meet the preschool 
licensing requirements. The preschool teacher recalled,
The board picked up the cost of that [room renovations] and put in a new 
bathroom.. . .  We put in carpet that first year because we knew we had to have 
some carpet and repainted.. . .  The board picked up the cost for that. 
Superintendent and Elementary Principal
Throughout the preschool’s implementation, the school board members and 
teaching staff reported the active involvement of the superintendent and elementary 
principal. The primary responsibility for implementation fell to the elementary principal 
who immediately started the preschool licensing process with the local county social 
worker and placed an ad in the local newspaper advertising for a preschool teacher.
The teachers and former school board members confirmed the integral role the 
elementary principal played during the preschool program’s implementation. As stated by 
a former school board member (HFSB1), “I’m sure the preschool would not be in place,
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I’m certain of it, if she [elementary principal] would not have fulfilled her role 
professionally.” One teacher (HT3) noted the elementary principal’s active involvement 
during the implementation stage: “I know that [elementary principal] put a lot of time and 
energy into it because she’s the one who would come back and talk to us and tell us how 
it was going.”
Following the school board’s approval of the preschool program, the 
superintendent confirmed that he turned the program implementation responsibilities over 
to the elementary principal: “After we got the program, I turned it over to [elementary 
principal].” However, the preschool teacher recalled that the superintendent remained 
actively involved during the preschool implementation, using his carpentry skills to assist 
with renovations required to meet the state preschool licensing requirements. The 
preschool teacher stated that the superintendent “was a major part of it putting up shelves 
and just getting everything physically set up for the program.”
Preschool Teacher
Immediately after the school board approved hiring the preschool teacher, the 
administration assigned her the responsibility of preparing the classroom and 
implementing the curriculum. She relied on her knowledge about early childhood 
education and experiences working in a Head Start program. The preschool teacher 
recollected,
I had free rein basically. I think my involvement at the beginning has helped just
because of my knowledge of what I had in the past-----I just started with what I
knew about early childhood. I kind of put my own curriculum together. I felt very 
comfortable because of my work with Head Start.
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A former school board member (HFSB2) who served during that implementation 
year indicated, “She [preschool teacher], with very little guidance from her administrator, 
had developed the curriculum and just even the scheduling and what the objectives of the 
program would be.” The elementary principal confirmed the important role the preschool 
teacher had during the implementation process, preparing the classroom, and assisting 
with the licensing process:
[Preschool teacher] was also wonderful about getting in there and getting done 
what we needed to get done. She was involved. She came in the summer and got 
the room ready. Between us, we checked the regulations. Some of them she kind 
of knew from Head Start. [Preschool teacher] took the effort of doing the painting 
of the bathroom and the little things on the wall and making it her place.
The elementary principal acknowledged the preschool teacher’s competence and 
stated, “I knew she [preschool teacher] was very proficient and very knowledgeable. 
When she made a suggestion, I just said sure.”
Community Stakeholders
To meet the preschool licensing requirements, the elementary principal worked 
closely with the county social worker and local fire department officials:
The social worker was really wonderful about working with us and getting 
everything lined up, and the fire department. They’re all just local people that I 
know well and they came in and helped us make sure that we were meeting all the 
requirements and were very open and cooperative.
Another group of key stakeholders identified by the elementary principal was the 
area childcare providers. The elementary principal indicated that her prior experiences in
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another school district implementing full-day kindergarten had alerted her to the 
importance of communicating with the area childcare workers before initiating a program 
that might affect their childcare business: “I did call all our day care providers and I 
asked what impact this would have.” The elementary principal remarked that most of the 
childcare providers indicated the preschool would not affect their businesses as it ran so 
few hours per week. Some of the childcare providers even offered to transport the 
children between their day cares and the preschool.
The regional special education director also played a role in the preschool 
program’s implementation. The elementary principal recounted the special education 
director provided some funding for the preschool implementation process. The preschool 
teacher confirmed that the regional special education director was very involved and 
“gave us some toys and helped us out there.”
Key Stakeholders Without a Role in 
Preschool Implementation
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents did not provide any evidence of involvement by parents or the Hart 
Public School kindergarten and first grade teachers during the preschool program’s 
implementation process.
When asked if the parents were involved in the implementation process, the 
preschool teacher replied,
I can’t think of any particulars at the very beginning, but they [parents] definitely
do now. . . .  I think the administration here was really the ones who wanted it, but
I think the parents were really glad to be part of the program.
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Parents from Hart Public School who responded to the survey question that asked 
if they believed they had a role in starting a public school preschool indicated they would 
be actively involved through vocal support. Two parents suggested volunteering and one 
parent recommended helping with funding. While all of the parents were willing to 
become actively involved, three parents expected the school to take some responsibility. 
One parent wrote, “Most parents do not have the early childhood education to actually 
start a program.” Another parent commented, “Preschool will not fly unless parents are 
supportive but the school administration must buy in to the benefits of preschool.” A 
third parent noted, “Parents should address the school, but the school needs to take 
responsibility.”
The kindergarten and first grade teachers indicated their limited involvement 
during the preschool program’s implementation stage. One teacher (HT4) recalled, “I 
didn’t have any role. [The elementary principal] would mention it at staff meetings about 
how it was going.”
Another teacher (HT2) recollected that the implementation timeline was very 
short: “I was not involved at all in that as far as the decision making on that [preschool 
implementation]. No, if I remember right, it just happened rather quickly.” In summary, 
she offered advice for communicating with the other teaching staff when implementing a 
new program within the school setting:
Be sure they [school administrators] talk with their other teachers first. Lay it on 
the line saying, “This is what we’re looking at doing.” Not, “this is what we are 
going to do. This is what we want to do.” They have got to have communication
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with those teachers that have been here forever. . . . Let them know exactly what’s 
going on all the time.
While the teachers acknowledged their limited involvement during the initiation 
and implementation stages, the elementary principal noted that the idea for the preschool 
program actually came from listening to the teachers discussing the needs of their 
students:
I don’t know that the teachers were aware that they were involved, but they 
complained about the kids, that the parent support wasn’t there and the kids 
weren’t where they should be. They [the teachers] were involved. We just didn’t 
sit down and have a conversation about it, but they were the ones.
Key Stakeholders ’ Role in Preschool Continuation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified the following key stakeholders as playing an active role in 
the preschool program’s continuation within Hart Public School: (a) superintendent and 
elementary principal, (b) primary teachers, (c) preschool teacher, and (d) parents who 
enrolled their children in the preschool.
While the school board members acknowledged their continuing financial 
support, they reported little direct involvement with the preschool program’s 
continuation. When asked what their role was in continuing the preschool program, one 
school board member (HFSB2) replied, “Support through funding I guess.” Another 
board member (HFSB3) concurred, “I guess to support it.” A third board member 
(HCSB7) offered, “I can’t say that I had a hand in it. It was going. There were kids. There 
was a need. The need was being fulfilled.” The current school board members
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unanimously agreed that the preschool program did not add to their current workload as a 
school board member. One school board member (HCSB6) remarked, “It’s [preschool 
program] been running so smoothly. We haven’t had any bumps in the road. It was a 
pretty smooth transition getting it started and it was pretty well received by parents.” The 
elementary principal conferred that the school board did support the preschool program’s 
continuation through approval of extra funding for the preschool program’s continued 
operation. She recalled the preschool budget deficit after the first year: “The board had to 
pitch in a little more money that second year, which they did.”
Superintendent and Elementary Principal
On the other hand, the superintendent and elementary principal have continued to 
play key roles in keeping the preschool operating. After the first year of operation, the 
elementary principal stated that the preschool program was operating in a deficit. With 
the superintendent’s support, the elementary principal proposed additional fundraising 
efforts (Hart Public School Preschool Report, 2004). She recalled, “We did the chili 
supper and the Drive for the Kids and those first couple years those funds went to the 
preschool.”
When asked who held the major responsibilities for the continued operation of the 
preschool program, the superintendent, teachers, and current school board members 
unanimously responded, “The elementary principal.” The elementary principal shared 
that having the preschool within the elementary school was like “picking up another 
grade or an extra section of kids” with the exception that the preschool program did not 
receive any state funding. Besides overseeing the annual preschool licensing process, the 
elementary principal commented on the additional administrative responsibilities:
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It’s just one more thing, one more person to supervise and one more program to 
do. But once it’s up and running, [preschool teacher] does such a good job so that 
it’s not a huge effort. I do help with fundraising and keep track of the tuition on a 
spreadsheet instead of putting it on [preschool teacher’s] shoulders to collect it. If 
they [parents] haven’t paid, I call them. It’s just one more bookkeeping chore. 
Other than that, not a whole lot, probably a couple hours a month.
The elementary principal stated that she has evaluated the preschool teacher 
annually just like any other teacher in the elementary school and has developed the 
preschool handbook of required policies and procedures that has been sent home with the 
parents of the children enrolled in the preschool program.
While the elementary principal has assumed the administrative responsibilities for 
the preschool program, the superintendent has worked behind the scenes to keep the 
preschool program operating. Two former school board members observed that the 
superintendent accessed funds to pay the tuition for those children whose families could 
not afford the tuition fees. One of the former board members (HFSB4) recalled,
If some of these parents couldn’t afford the tuition, [Superintendent] always made 
the point to find some money for them .. . .  He would cough up his own bucks 
sometimes, talk to other people to donate money. He was just a wonderful 
resource for that way.
Preschool Teacher
The elementary principal and kindergarten and first grade teachers attributed the 
continuation of the preschool program to the capabilities of the preschool teacher. The 
elementary principal remarked, “1 think a lot. of the success comes down to finding the
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right person, really and truly.” The elementary principal acknowledged that the preschool 
teacher assumed many responsibilities for operating the preschool program: “[Preschool 
teacher] took over the licensing thing. She just took it over because she had already done 
all of i t . . . .  [Preschool teacher] does such a wonderful job of running the preschool.”
The elementary principal acclaimed that the preschool teacher developed a 
preschool that earned the respect of Hart Public School administrators, teachers, and 
parents:
I also was lucky enough to have several staff members with kids in the program 
so I could get their input too, and also parents who were in there a lot and the 
consensus was that [preschool teacher] was wonderful. You found this preschool 
goddess and you’ve given her to us. We’re so tickled.
One teacher (HT2) attributed the preschool program’s continuation to the high 
quality reputation established by the preschool teacher: “It’s [preschool program] been an 
asset.. . .  They do get a lot of one on one. There’s just a lot of positive stuff that comes 
out of there. I don’t see it [preschool program] stopping.”
Primary Teachers
While the Hart Public School primary teachers may not have played an active role 
in the initiation and implementation of the preschool program, they indicated their 
support and willingness to play an active role in the continuation of the program. One 
teacher (HT3) explained that Hart Public School needed another third grade classroom 
last year but they did not want to move the preschool:
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When we did need another third grade classroom, they [third graders] just went 
upstairs this year for the first time because we [elementary teachers] don’t want to 
take the preschool out. They are kind of set. That’s a good place for them.
This teacher (HT3) indicated that she would be willing to speak on behalf of the 
preschool program at a school board meeting: “I would go to the meeting and say they 
[preschool program] need to be here because getting them in as first graders and seeing 
how they go into kindergarten.”
The preschool teacher confirmed the support she had received from the other 
teachers and the close working relationship she had develop d with the kindergarten 
teacher:
I have had wonderful support from them [teachers]. I do have a parent right now 
who is a teacher here. She has just been wonderful.. . .  The kindergarten teacher 
is very happy about the things we’re teaching here and is happy about the 
transition. All the other teachers think it’s wonderful for the kids.
Parents
Results from the parent survey indicated their willingness to work with Hart 
Public School staff to keep the preschool program operating. One parent stated her belief 
that parents should remain actively involved for the benefit of the child and the school: 
“Stay [ing] involved in your child’s life at any age is the benefit for them and the school.” 
Another parent’s comments echoed the same philosophy: “1 think they [school 
administration and staff] need our input, our money, and most of all, our children. We 
have a common goal, educational success for our children.” Other comments parents 
made on the survey supported their desire for active involvement with the school:
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« Continuing operation of a preschool requires ongoing support of parents.
* Parents need to be willing to work with fundraisers.
» Any and all. They are our kids. We should be very involved.
The elementary principal and preschool teacher listed the major sources of parent 
involvement: (a) volunteering in the classroom, (b) assisting with field trips, (c) providing 
transportation for their child and others to attend the preschool program, and
(d) fundraising. The preschool teacher has kept the parents informed by (a) sending home 
a handbook of the preschool’s policies and regulations on the first day of preschool,
(b) distributing monthly newsletters outlining lessons plans and special activities,
(c) sending home each child’s progress report in the fall, and (d) hosting a conference 
with parents of each child in the spring. The preschool teacher reported, “I send home a 
report stating their achievements/challenges and I develop goals with each of the children 
and share that info [information] in the report.”
The elementary principal and preschool teacher reported that parents had been 
involved with raising funds for the preschool. The elementary principal remarked, “They 
[parents] help with the fundraising that we do. . . .  She’s [preschool teacher] bought some 
play things and things that we can say ./ere bought from the preschool fundraiser and that 
kind of makes the parents feel better.” In the elementary school newsletters, the 
elementary principal noted that the fundraisers “will help keep our tuition prices where 
they are so all children can attend Pre-School.” The preschool teacher affirmed the 
parents’ role in raising funds for the preschool program: “We have in the past had dinners 
for like the first football game. The parents bake bars.” The preschool teacher described 
her plans for involving the parents in a larger fundraiser during the next school year:
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While the school board members performed a central role with the initial approval 
of the preschool program, they were also willing to supplement the preschool budget 
when it was running a deficit during its implementation and continuation. The data 
analysis did not provide any evidence of meaningful involvement by the teachers, 
preschoolers’ parents, or community members during the preschool program’s initiation 
stage. During the implementation stage, representatives from key community agencies 
provided advisement and assistance. For example, the local county social worker and fire 
department officials assisted the elementary principal with the preschool licensing 
process. Some of the local childcare providers offered to transport the enrolled children in 
their care to and from the preschool program. The regional special education director 
provided needed supplies and financial support in the payment of tuition for preschool 
children with disabilities to attend the preschool.
While not involved during the initiation stage, parents became actively involved 
by enrolling their age eligible children in the preschool program following 
implementation. Parents have continued to demonstrate their support of the preschool 
program and helped achieve an enrollment milestone in that every child entering 
kindergarten in the fall of 2007 has attended the Hart Public School preschool program. 
Parents have volunteered with activities in the preschool classroom and with annual 
fundraisers. The proceeds of these fundraisers have purchased additional supplies and 
equipment for the preschool and have established a preschool tuition fund for families 
who could not afford to pay the tuition for their preschool child to attend.
superintendent continued his involvement by raising preschool tuition funds for parents
who were unable to pay.
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The kindergarten and first grade teachers at Hart Public School expressed the 
greatest concerns over their limited involvement during the preschool program’s 
initiation and implementation. Their concerns centered on losing a classroom to the 
preschool as well as not understanding how the school administration was funding the 
preschool program. After the preschool program began operating within the school 
setting, the teachers began collaborating with the preschool teacher on curriculum and 
kindergarten transition activities.
Involvement from the Department of Public Instruction was notably absent during 
the preschool program’s initiation, implementation, and continuation. When the 
elementary principal contacted them for support, a state representative told her that the 
state only provided foundation aid payments for preschool children with disabilities and 
did not have any funding for public school preschools. Four years after Hart Public 
School implemented the preschool program, the state legislators approved the use of Title 
I funds for operating a preschool program within the public school setting. The 
elementary principal indicated that the decreasing Title I funding barely covered the Title 
I services Hart Public School currently provided without further stretching these limited 
funds to pay for the preschool.
Research Question Three: What effects did key stakeholders report regarding the 
voluntary implementation of a prekindergarten program within a public school setting 
located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund prekindergarten programs?
Effects From Preschool Implementation
In discussing the overall effects of implementing the preschool program, the Hart 
Public School superintendent commented that in light of the NCLB Act, the preschool
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program prepared children for kindergarten. The superintendent also remarked that the 
preschool program had the overall effect of advancing the kindergarten curriculum: “It’s 
[preschool program] advanced everything and with No Child Left Behind, that’s good 
news.”
The elementary principal commented that she did not yet have quantitative data to 
prove the effects of the preschool program on later school achievement, but she had 
observed the accelerated achievement of the kindergarten students since the 
implementation of the preschool program:
I think it’s made a huge difference. I wish I could tell you that I had data showing 
this because the kids haven’t been tested until they are 3rd graders. But to me, 
obviously, if your kids are reading in kindergarten and doing math and writing, 
they have to be better off in 3rd, 4th, 5th, and 6th grade. That will help our A YP and 
our goals.
The school administrators, teachers, school board members, and parents from 
Hart Public School discussed five major effects from the implementation of a preschool 
program within their public school setting: (a) improved kindergarten readiness skills,
(b) increased preschool accessibility, (c) enhanced collaboration between the preschool 
teacher and elementary teaching staff, (d) enriched parent education, and (f) expanded 
opportunities for early intervention.
Improved Kindergarten Readiness Skills
The school administrators, school board members, teachers, and parents indicated 
that one of the effects of having the preschool within the Hart Public School setting was 
improved kindergarten readiness skills. The elementary principal stated that Hart Public
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School implemented the preschool to prepare children for kindergarten: “Our goals 
[were] to get kids ready for kindergarten.” The kindergarten teacher reported that 
children who attended the preschool in Hart Public School have mastered the basic 
readiness skills that she had previously spent so much time teaching:
[Preschool teacher] is taking care of tying shoes, self dressing, writing their name, 
basic cutting skills, working on fine motor skills, working on those listening 
skills, basic readiness skills such as numbers, one to one correspondence. I mean 
just all those basic readiness skills that I would spend so much time on. She’s now 
taking care of that for me so my first month is just review, review those basic 
readiness skills. Then we can just dive right in. .. . They are so ready.
The kindergarten teacher observed that the Hart Public School preschool has 
prepared the children for the changing kindergarten curriculum:
The curriculum is changing anyway but now my kids, I’m not beating my head up 
against the wall anymore because my kids aren’t ready for that changing 
curriculum. Now they are. With that preschool, with that background, that solid 
foundation in preschool, with their language skills and that’s a huge part of 
kindergarten is their reading and language skills. You know now they have that 
solid foundation in preschool that [preschool teacher] gives them.
The kindergarten teacher indicated that specific readiness skills mastered by the 
preschool children in Hart Public School have included behavioral as well as academic: 
Their attention spans are a little bit longer. They work with having to play 
together, having to listen when they need to listen. They know how to walk down
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the hallway now. They know how to get to the bathroom, bathroom rules. It’s just 
all those little things that take so much time.
The kindergarten teacher reported that having the preschool program in Hart 
Public School has allowed those children who have not learned those readiness skills at 
home an opportunity to learn them before kindergarten:
Those kids that wouldn’t be getting help at home and we know there are those 
kids. They’re now working on those letters and working on those sounds and 
they’re working on those social skills that normally I would have to work on in 
addition to trying to tackle the state curriculum.
The first grade teachers at Hart Public School confirmed the effects of the 
preschool program. One first grade teacher (HT4) shared her observations that the second 
grade curriculum had become the first grade curriculum: “This is my first year in first 
grade. Otherwise, I had second. What I taught in first grade this year was basically what I 
taught in second grade all those years pre-prekindergarten and pre-preschool.” The other 
first grade teacher (HT3) agreed that the children who had attended the preschool were 
covering material at a higher grade level: “This year, the kindergarten teacher has gone 
into my first book, several lessons into my first book in our new series.”
One teacher (HT4) described how relaxed the children who had attended the Hart 
Public School preschool were when they entered kindergarten: “When they get to 
kindergarten, they are not scared. It’s kind of like, oh yah, it’s home.” Another teacher 
(HT3) agreed that the children who had attended the preschool transitioned easily into 
kindergarten:
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The preschool is able to spend the time and their [preschoolers] transition into 
kindergarten isn’t as great. . . .  The preschool kids themselves seem very 
comfortable in this setting and it’s not scary when they come to kindergarten. It’s 
eliminated a lot of that problem.
Parents from the Hart Public School district who responded to the survey 
indicated that the preschool program prepared their children for kindergarten and the later 
school years. Parents included both academic and social skill development in their 
description of school readiness skills:
• She learned her letters, numbers, shapes, colors, spelling, syllables, and 
coloring good.
• It advanced her in learning her letters, numbers, following 1-3 step instruction.
• Improved socialization, introduction to letters, numbers, prereading skills.
• Helped with social skills, learned ABC’s and 1,2,3’s.
• He was a very shy child and preschool has really helped him come out of his 
shell. He is also able to sound out words, has started spelling all on his own. 
He loved school and can’t wait for kindergarten. We had a great teacher.
Two of the current school board members had also sent their chil dren to the Hart 
Public School preschool. One school board member (HCSB7) stated that the preschool 
had helped her son’s transition into kindergarten:
He went to preschool for two and one half years here. With us being a small town 
of course, you get to know the school and the teachers so the adjustment there 
wasn’t so shocking.. . .  They got used to the school rules, which is a big thing 
too.
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Another school board member (HCSB8) added that all of the children in his sons’ 
preschool class went to the Hart Public School preschool and by the end of their 
kindergarten year, their class had made more progress than the previous kindergarten 
classes:
I can say my two boys finished kindergarten this year and this kindergarten class 
was the first one that had the full preschool plus the kindergarten and the progress 
they made in kindergarten was by far more than the class before them.
The superintendent and principal also noted the improved kindergarten readiness 
skills of those children who had attended the Hart Public School preschool. The 
elementary principal observed that the kindergartners who attended the preschool 
program are now reading and writing: “The kids [kindergarten students] are writing and 
reading and five years ago they weren’t.” She explained how the preschool has 
accelerated the kindergarten curriculum:
Now this year we’re to the point where she [kindergarten teacher] is pushing. The 
kindergartners are now doing the first-grade reading book, and now we’re going 
to start the second book when they come in the fall. I’d say four years ago that 
would have been, we can’t do that. Now it’s like, why can’t we do that? She 
[kindergarten teacher] came and asked me and I looked at her, smiled, and said 
“Of course, why wouldn’t you?” It’s just a change of thought, a whole change in 
the process.
The elementary principal acknowledged that the transition into kindergarten has 
become much easier for those children who attended the Hart Public School preschool 
program:
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The kids are familiar with the building. [Fonner private preschool teacher] did a 
good job of making it [transition to kindergarten] not traumatic, but now the kids 
[preschool students] are really familiar. They come and spend the day in 
kindergarten, which is nice, and they never did that before because it was a hassle. 
The superintendent echoed the statements made by the elementary principal when 
he commented on the advanced progress the former preschool children had made before 
they entered kindergarten:
It [preschool program] made them [preschool students] better prepared socially. 
They were doing the things that they normally do in kindergarten. They were 
getting that done so now the kindergarten teacher has to move up with some 
things they were doing in first grade.
Interviews with the current school board members revealed their convictions that 
the Hart Public School preschool had prepared children for kindergarten. They agreed 
that having the preschool within the public school has eased the transition into
kindergarten. One board member (HCSB9) stated,
It’s [preschool program] something that should be in the school system. They 
[preschool students] get a dose of what’s going on in school. When you
. . . . . .  . ■ - ■ - ■ v
them in for kindergarten, that initial blast, it’s just another day of school to them.
Another board member (HCSB8) echoed the same sentiments: “I think it’s a lot
better for the children to be in and around the school to give them that start so that
kindergarten is not such a shock to them.”
A former school board member (HFSB2) observed that the children who had 
attended the Flart Public School preschool entered kindergarten ready to learn: “I talked
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to teachers and saw myself that kids were coming to kindergarten better prepared for the 
structure of kindergarten and the learning . . .  ready to leam.” This school board member 
(HFSB2) described the behavioral readiness skills that the preschool children learned:
I do think there are some academic gains, but what these children are learning is 
how to stand in line, how to lift your head and look at the teacher, take turns 
talking, and those kinds of things. In kindergarten, she’s [kindergarten teacher] 
not teaching them thatanymore. If they come in and don’t have ready to leam 
behaviors, they’re going have to pick them up from their peers or repeat 
kindergarten.
Another school board member (HCSB6) held the opinion that the preschool 
prepared the children for the kindergarten environment:
It gets them [preschool students] prepared for some kind of structured learning so 
it’s not a shock when they do get in there [kindergarten]...  . They’re [preschool 
students] much more advanced and so much more ready for the learning 
experience that they have to do. The preschool program has made that a lot easier 
because they [new kindergarten students] come in knowing more than they 
normally would have. . . .  It definitely gives them a head start.
The elementary principal and kindergarten teacher reported that the kindergarten 
retention rate was 10% before Hart Public School implemented the preschool program. 
Following the preschool’s implementation, no child who has attended the preschool 
program has repeated kindergarten. A current school board member (HCSB7) 
summarized her feelings about the preschool and kindergarten programs being located 
within the same setting: “It is an absolutely wonderful combination and a perfect fit that
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the preschool be implemented in a public school because it’s flowing so nicely into the 
kindergarten.”
Increased Preschool Accessibility
During the preschool program’s implementation, the superintendent and 
elementary principal were committed to providing a preschool program that was 
accessible for all preschool children residing in the Hart Public School district. The 
superintendent commented,
When we [elementary principal and I] found out that the preschool in town was 
closing up, then we decided that we could do a better job. We would find the 
funding and take care of the kids that couldn't afford it.
The elementary principal affirmed their vision to create a preschool available for 
all children: “My goal was to have every child in the district in preschool. I didn’t want to 
leave kids out.” She noted that from the first year of the preschool program’s 
implementation, the children from the local physicians’ families attended preschool:
Most tT the doctors’ kids were in the preschool because most of them had figured 
this out a long time ago. They aren’t where they are today by chance. They get 
their kids all the advantages. They were in the preschool before it became ours 
and then sent them again. There were two or three doctors’ kids in that [first] 
group.
The elementary principal reported that the preschool enrollment has increased 
steadily during its four years of operation. While approximately 50% of the eligible 
4-year-old preschoolers attended during the first year of the preschool program’s
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operation, the preschool program achieved the 100% participation rate during its fourth 
year of operation.
One of the former school board members (HFSB3) noted that having the 
preschool within the public school provided every preschool child living within the 
school district an opportunity to enter kindergarten with the same readiness foundation:
I think it [preschool program] became an equalizer, status wise for the basics, be it 
socialization or be it the academics at that level. Kids felt they had a chance when 
they went up against or into a class with kids that had advantages.
Another former board member (HFSB1) agreed that having the preschool within 
the school provided an opportunity for all children to receive preschool services: “At 
least those children are being served that otherwise were not. It gets them off to a better 
start in kindergarten. They do better and they achieve better.”
One teacher (HT4) commented that children who have attended the preschool 
have received a similar readiness foundation:
[Preschool teacher] checks with the kindergarten teacher and so they’re kind of 
calling things the same thing, like going music. You know they’ll be getting the 
same foundation kind of things so when they get to school they’re all kind of on 
that same playing field.
Enhanced Collaboration With Elementary Teaching Staff
The teachers noted that implementing the preschool program within Hart Public 
School has resulted in increased collaboration with the preschool teacher. While the 
kindergarten and first grade teachers reported limited involvement during the initiation 
and implementation of the preschool program, they offered their support to the preschool
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teacher following implementation. One teacher (HT2) reported, “I think once it got going 
and after we saw the definite benefits of having it into our school system, I think it’s gone 
great. I can’t say a bad thing about it.” This teacher commented on the benefits of having 
the preschool within the school setting versus at another site:
We’ve had day cares that have tried to do a preschool kind of curriculum within 
their day care setting. This is a consistent program. A trained person is doing it. 
She knows what she’s doing. There is communication between us.
One of the current board members (HCSB9) agreed that having the preschool in 
the school environment provided the preschool teacher with knowledge about the 
kindergarten program: “It’s a plus with them [preschool teachers] knowing what’s going 
on in the kindergarten versus somebody out there.” Another school board member 
(HCSB7) remarked that placing the preschool within the school environment enhanced 
communication between the preschool and kindergarten teachers.
The elementary principal confirmed that the collaboration between the preschool 
and kindergarten teachers had grown over the past four years: “She [preschool teacher] 
does collaborate with [kindergarten teacher] a lot.” Following the preschool program 
implementation, the preschool and kindergarten teachers collaborated with one another 
on curriculum and the transition from preschool into kindergarten. The kindergarten 
teacher recalled, “She [preschool teacher] and I work closely together so she knows what 
I need these kids to know before they come into me to help those kids have success.” The 
preschool teacher commented on the communication with the kindergarten teacher: “The 
kindergarten teacher and I communicate almost every day back and forth so she’s been a 
positive voice for us each year.”
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The first grade teachers noted that they have planned reading units that 
culminated with a visit to the preschool classroom to have their students read to the 
preschool children. One teacher (HT4) reflected, “Last year when I had second grade, we 
had some time to read and we went in and we read to them.” Another teacher (HT3) 
shared, “When we have written a book, we have taken it over there [preschool classroom] 
and read it to them.”
Enriched Parent Education
Due to the preschool implementation, parents have received education on 
(a) readiness skills needed before kindergarten, (b) importance of working with their 
children, and (c) school-related responsibilities. A current school board member 
(HCSB7) who enrolled her child in the preschool noted that the preschool teacher was 
good at educating the parents on the importance of practicing readiness skills with their 
children at home:
Those ladies [preschool teachers] are very good at educating the parents on why 
it’s important to begin practicing writing and learning the letters of the alphabet, 
the early things that they should be practicing with their kids.. . .  I don’t know all 
these things and I’m sure I’m not the only one. To educate the parents about what 
age is it appropriate to be at what level. I looked to them for guidance.
This board member (LICSB7) remarked that involving parents in their child’s 
preschool education has kept the parents informed about what their child is learning in 
school:
Getting parents involved in their kids’ education gets them more aware, paying 
attention in knowing where are they at, at what level and what needs to be worked
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on and what’s going wonderfully and what talents are budding out of them at that 
age. The education of parents is a huge thing and I think that happens without 
them really knowing it. Also, getting the parents involved with the school and 
what’s going on with the school.
One parent who responded to the survey agreed that enrolling her child in the 
preschool gave her an “idea of what was expected to prepare for school.”
Another school board member (HFSB2) affirmed that having the preschool within 
the school setting has assisted parents with learning their school-related responsibilities:
I think that’s helpful because some families when their first child enters 
kindergarten, part of the kid’s problem is the parent doesn’t understand that you 
have to pay for lunch fee, you have to send notes back, you have to go in and talk 
to the teacher, you have to be at the school on time.
One teacher (HT3) observed that the preschool teacher provided guidance to the 
parents concerning the readiness of their child for kindergarten: “[Preschool teacher] can 
catch them in preschool and say it would be best if they [parents] would hold them [out 
of kindergarten for another year].” The elementary principal summarized that having the 
preschool within the school setting has provided the teachers and her with an opportunity 
to become acquainted with the parents prior to the time they register their child for 
kindergarten: “We get to know the parents before the kids go to kindergarten. When they 
walked in for registration, I knew them all pretty much. We already had all the birth 
certificates and immunizations when they started kindergarten.”
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Expanded Opportunities for Early Intervention
The teachers, elementary principal, and parents were in agreement that having the 
preschool within the school setting has promoted expanded opportunities for early 
intervention. One parent who completed the survey indicated ths.t the special services 
staff evaluated her child while she attended preschool. The teachers agreed that detecting 
learning problems while the children were still in preschool provided intervention sooner 
than waiting until the child began kindergarten. One teacher (HT4) remarked, “I think if 
you waited until kindergarten, you finally get the wheels going about November. Well 
shoot, we can start it in preschool. Even things like picking up if they need glasses or 
dental work.”
The elementary principal verified that detecting learning problems while the child 
was still in preschool has reduced the later need for intervention:
I have seen kids who benefit when they are three when they are caught early with 
speech and language and reading concerns and start getting speech and language 
and other OT [occupational therapy] things taken care of. By the time they get to 
kindergarten, they are fine. Had they not had the intervention, they would have 
just never fit in and struggled. Now you can’t really pick those kids out. They 
really do fit into the group.
The elementary principal recounted that the special education team had 
recommended double sessions of preschool for some of the preschoolers receiving 
special education services. After attending double sessions for one year, those 
preschoolers made so much progress that the special education team recommended only 
one section of preschool for the following year:
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We had five or six special ed [education] kids that year [enrolled in the preschool 
program]. After putting them in double sessions, they did so well that they didn’t 
need to be in double sessions on their IEPs the next year.
The preschool has provided an additional option for placing children. For 
example, children who were ready to transition to kindergarten due to age could attend 
preschool part time if that placement better met their individualized learning needs. The 
elementary principal described a situation where a child received a joint preschool and 
kindergarten placement:
We had a little preschooler who is in it [kindergarten] from 8-9 then 9-10. At 11 
he went to preschool and came and had lunch with the aide, went out to recess 
with kindergartners, and came back for more time [in preschool] because he really 
needed it. We couldn’t have done that if we would have been shuttling him back 
and forth. We could have but it would have been a lot more inconvenient.
A former school board member (HFSB3) recalled the same situation and commented,
It was positive because we could put him in kindergarten part time and we could 
back him up for the other half of the day in the preschool to catch what he was 
missing. So it was a support system as well, ongoing, for that kindergarten 
teacher.. . .  That was really a show me situation and positive results came out of 
that.
A current school board member (HCSB6) remarked that having the preschool 
within the school provided another option for parents who did not feel their child was 
ready for kindergarten:
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Some of them [kindergarten students] struggled before the preschool . . . 
especially with learning to read if they were a younger age. This way with the 
preschool, they [parents] can keep them in preschool. They [parents] don’t have to 
do it [enroll child in preschool] just a year before kindergarten. They can re-enroll 
them again if they need to.
Implementing the preschool within the school setting has made delivering special 
education services to preschool children with disabilities more convenient for the special 
education staff. The elementary principal recounted,
We had for a couple years a really quality preschool a couple blocks away. But 
just having it in the building, first of all, anytime you had an IEP, it’s easy and 
handy. Otherwise, you had to get them [preschoolers with IEPs] here or us there. 
Finally, as a former school board member (HFSB2) remarked, the elementary and 
special education staff were able to understand the special learning needs of the preschool 
children and meet their families prior to kindergarten: “The staff had a couple years to 
understand the children’s needs and the families’ needs instead of just being introduced 
to them individually or in kindergarten.”
Summary
The school administrators, teachers, school board members, and parents from 
Hart Public School discussed five major effects from implementing a preschool program 
within their public school setting: (a) improved kindergarten readiness skills,
(b) increased preschool accessibility, (c) enhanced collaboration between the preschool 
teacher and elementary teaching staff, (d) enriched parent education, and (f) expanded
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opportunities for early intervention. Table 6 provides a summary of the preschool 
program’s reported effects.
Table 6. Effects Resulting From Preschool Implementation at Hart Public School (n=35). 
Effects Resulting From Preschool Implementation
Improved Kindergarten Readiness Skills 
Increased Preschool Accessibility
Enhanced Collaboration Between Preschool and Elementary Teachers
Enriched Parent Education
Expanded Opportunities for Early Intervention
Each group of stakeholders attested to the preschool’s positive impact on 
kindergarten readiness. Most notably, the kindergarten and first grade teachers reported 
that they have been teaching curricula from the next grade level because their students 
have mastered the curricula they had taught prior to the preschool implementation. 
Preschool accessibility has increased from 50% to 100% during the four years of the 
preschool’s operation within Hart Public School. The school administrators have 
removed financial barriers and made it possible for every parent to send their child to 
preschool. With the preschool located within the school setting, the preschool and 
elementary teachers have an opportunity to collaborate on curriculum and kindergarten 
transitioning. Parents have benefited by learning their school-related responsibilities 
before their child enters kindergarten. Finally, placing the preschool within the school 
setting has provided expanded opportunities for early intervention. These opportunities
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have often resulted in amelioration of learning problems prior to a child’s entrance into 
kindergarten.
The elementary principal likened the effects of having a preschool program within 
the Hart Public School setting as “kind of like icing on the cake.” She explained,
No matter what we did, it would help everything that we did. It would help our 
reading, our math, our writing, behavior, everything we did as far as meeting 
AYP, No Child Left Behind. It [preschool program] was only going to make it 
easier. And I think it has. That’s pretty obvious.
Table 7 provides a summary of the data collected from Hart Public School. This 
table provides a visual summary of the data that answers each research question:
(a) factors that support or hinder the preschool’s initiation, implementation, and 
continuation; (b) key stakeholders involved in each phase; and (c) effects resulting from 
implementing a preschool program.
Case Two: Gateway Public School
Gateway Public School District is located in a small city with a population of 
approximately 1,600. The Gateway Public School District encompassed 534 square miles 
and served approximately 455 students in kindergarten through 12th grade during the 
2006-2007 school year. The previous school year, the total enrollment was only 375. The 
marked increase resulted from a recent school consolidation with a neighboring school 
district. During the 2005-2006 school year, the total cost per pupil was $7,772, the 
average ACT composite score was 19.5, and the percentage of students receiving free and 
reduced lunch was 18.6%.
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Table 7. Summary of Hart Public School Data (n=35).
Factors Supporting Initiation Factor Hindering Initiation
Kindergarten Preparation State Funding
Challenging Kindergarten Curriculum 
Administrative & School Board 
Support
Private Preschool Closing 
Working Parents
Factors Supporting Implementation 
Administrative, School Board, & 
Parent Support 
Space Availability 
Qualified Preschool Teacher 
Community Collaboration
Factors Supporting Continuation 
Administrative, School Board, 
Teacher, Community, & Parent 
Support
Qualified Preschool Teacher 
Challenging Kindergarten Curriculum 
Delayed Kindergarten Entrance Age 
Fiscal Solvency
Integration Into School Structure
Stakeholders Involved 
With Initiation
Super interment 
Elementary Principal 
School Board Members
Factors Hindering Implementation 
Limited Teacher Involvement 
Funding 
Transportation
Shortened Implementation Timeline 
Licensing Requirement
Factors Hindering Continuation
Staff & School Board Orientation and 
Reporting
Professional Development 
Funding
Stakeholders Involved With 
Continuation
Superintendent 
Elementary Principal 
Preschool & Primary 
Teachers
Parents of Enrolled 
Preschoolers
Stakeholders Involved 
With Implementation 
Superintendent 
Elementary Principal 
Preschool Teacher
Effects Resulting From Preschool Implementation 
Improved Kindergarten Readiness Skills 
Increased Preschool Accessibility
Enhanced Collaboration Between Preschool and Elementary Teachers
Enriched Parent Education
Expanded Opportunities for Early Intervention
The Gateway superintendent had 10 years of experience as a superintendent with 
6 of those years at Gateway Public School. Prior to becoming a superintendent, he had 
been an elementary principal for 10 years in the same state. The Gateway elementary 
principal had served in that position for five years. Prior to that time, she had held a 
combined elementary principal and teaching position at a neighboring school district.
The two kindergarten and two first grade teachers interviewed had accumulated 
69 combined years of teaching experience. One of the kindergarten teachers had taught 
over 20 years in preschool through the second grade in other school districts and had held 
her current kindergarten position at Gateway Public School for two years. The second 
kindergarten teacher had just finished her first year of teaching. One of the first grade 
teachers interviewed had taught Title I for four years and had been a fourth grade teacher 
for 10 years prior to teaching first grade for the past 11 years at Gateway. The other first 
grade teacher had taught a combination first and second grade for 19 years and a third 
and fourth grade combination for one year. A year prior, the school district in which she 
taught had consolidated with the Gateway Public School District. The researcher assigned 
each teacher interviewed a code (GT1, GT2, GT3, GT4) to protect her identity and honor 
the confidentiality agreement.
Six of the seven current Gateway Public School board members consented to an 
interview. The seventh school board member was completing the last year of his term and 
unavailable for an interview due to his employment situation. The school board members 
had 41 years of combined school board experience. The researcher assigned each of the 
school board members a code to protect his or her identity and honor the confidentiality 
agreement. The codes assigned the school board members are numbered GSB1, GSB2,
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GSB3, GSB4, GSB5, and GSB6. Each current school board member has each served 
only two or three years on the board.
While Gateway Public School did not operate a prekindergarten program within 
their public school facilities, a community preschool was located on the Gateway Public 
School campus. The Gateway Public School superintendent recalled that community 
volunteers started the preschool approximately 20 years ago to serve preschool children 
with disabilities: “They [community volunteers] took it upon themselves and that’s how 
that building got constructed. It was a joint effort with the school and with the community 
and a few people and they had a dream.” The community preschool has served preschool 
children with disabilities who have resided within the Gateway Public School district.
The superintendent acknowledged, “I really haven’t been involved much over there.” He 
has offered the use of some of the school equipment and facilities to the community 
preschool staff. The superintendent remarked, “I opened our door up and said, ‘Why are 
you buying some of these large items, some equipment things that. . .  for example a 
laminator . . .  you know, don’t waste your money, use ours.’” On another occasion, the 
superintendent purchased the community preschool an alarm system so that they could be 
included in a school wide lock down if necessary.
The elementary principal shared her growing involvement with the community 
preschool staff:
If we have students that are on lEPs [Individualized Education Plans], then we 
become involved [with the community preschool]. I go to IEP meetings and I 
know that our speech teacher goes over there. I know that it is a real loose 
arrangement. We are working more closely now. There is now a certified teacher
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over there and she asks for more help from the school. The bonds are stronger 
now. I have a close connection with [preschool teacher] of the community 
preschool because if she has a question or a concern then she feels free to call me. 
We call them and let them know what is going on over here. They don’t come to 
staff meetings or anything but we still let them know. It is a good working 
relationship.
One school board member (GSB1) noted that Gateway Public School has 
provided some funding for the community preschool but was not certain of the amount: 
“We do fund some of that to help them out. I think it’s on a per-child basis.” The 
community has hosted an annual fundraiser to provide funds for the community 
preschool’s operating costs. One of the Gateway Public School teachers (GT4) noted, 
“They [community preschool board of directors] have an annual dinner where they’ll 
raise thirteen to twenty thousand dollars.”
Another school board member (GSB2) reported,
A lot of donations from the community go towards that [community preschool] 
because they know that it’s a good cause. They usually raise up to $10,000-20,000 
at the white elephant sale, because people just donate. It’s a community effort to 
keep the community preschool going.
Besides the community preschool, a private preschool has existed in Gateway.
The private preschool has provided two-hour preschool sessions twice per week. 
Approximately 70% of 30 parents who responded to the parent survey had sent their 
children to this private preschool. One of the Gateway Public School teachers (GT4) 
reported, “I’m thinking about [private preschool teacher]. I wonder if she is a teacher and
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what’s making her two-day preschool such an awesome place. Everybody wants to go 
there.”
Research Question One: What factors support or impede the voluntary initiation, 
implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program within a public school 
setting located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund prekindergarten programs?
As the Gateway Public School district did not have a prekindergarten program 
located within its public school setting, the researcher investigated what factors would 
support the initiation, implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program as 
well as those factors that would impede the initiation, implementation, and continuation 
of a prekindergarten program within the Gateway Public school setting.
Factors That Could Support Prekindergarten Initiation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified 
four factors that would support initiation of a prekindergarten within Gateway Public 
School: (a) changing family structure, (b) kindergarten preparation, ( challenging state 
standards and curriculum, and (d) universal accessibility.
Changing Family Structure
The superintendent, school board members, and teachers identified changes in the 
family structure that would support the initiation of a prekindergarten program within 
Gateway Public School. One school board member (GSB1) stated, “I just think that our 
lives and our society are not in really good order.” This school board member reflected, 
There are parents that their kids are in day care, and they might be a good day 
care, or they’re just sitting at home in front of the TV or computer, and they don’t
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experience some of the things. . . . There are just certain things that kids are 
missing and some parents just don’t care.
Another school board member (GSB6) stated her belief that the home environment had a 
significant effect on children’s’ learning: “Kids that are struggling at home or don’t have 
a good family life seems to be something that as a board member, I’ve learned that that 
has a huge impact on kids with their learning.”
The Gateway Public School teachers shared their observations of the changing 
family structures and that impact on their children’s school readiness skills. One teacher 
(GT2) shared,
It makes a big difference if you have a family that has a solid home life. We still 
have the majority of core families in our area but family dynamics are 
changing.. . .  I think we are such a video, television bound society that people do 
not read to their children. I think we see more of that and I think that necessitates 
an earlier start.. . .  There’s such a change in our society that necessitates a pre-k 
and a kindergarten, structured programs for children because I don’t think there’s 
enough in some of our homes. Just having someone read to your child, there are a 
lot of places out there that don’t own a book in a house. So my generation has 
changed that much from the next one. Most definitely, changes in our society 
have necessitated a pre-k.
A second teacher (GT4) shared her observations regarding the impact that 
changing family structures have had on her role as a teacher:
We’re seeing more and more of the kids that aren’t getting the advantages, that 
nurturing at home. I’ve seen more and more kids in the first grade room, that I’m
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with them more than their parents and so I’m becoming more of a mom and a 
grandma instead of a teacher. I think my role is changing and yet we’re teaching 
more and m ore.. . .  It’s kind of different situations, some are at day care but a lot 
of them there’s really nothing happening at home. They’re home but they’re not 
with them really, a lot of parenting issues too.
This teacher noted that some of the children she teaches have had limited 
exposure to reading and social manners prior to beginning school. She stated that she 
now teaches social skills and manners that once was the responsibility of parents:
Some of these students haven’t even been read to, and I see that more and 
more . . . .  I feel like honestly I’m being a parent so much, everything from 
washing your hands when you go to the bathroom to how do you act when you’re 
having a fight with a little friend. It is unbelievable. I feel like sometimes we’re 
doing the work that mothers used to but now with them working, it depends on a 
really good day care.. . .  These parents honestly, some of them work all day and 
they still want to do all the fun things at night and they’re too busy to be the mom 
and dad.
A third teacher (GT3) agreed that the changes in family structure had resulted in 
changes to her role as a teacher:
You find yourself almost raising those kids in school because they have not had 
the skills at home and they are not taking the time at home to do it. You want 
them to reinforce what they already learned so you have them practice it but 
sometimes you feel like you have to raise the kids too besides teach them.
This teacher reflected back over her 20-year teaching career:
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Our first kindergarten groups, there were not too many working moms. There 
were not as many working moms and there were more married two-parent 
families, more stable families, and not as much turmoil going. Kids did not have 
to take on so much more responsibility and stress that they deal with now. I would 
say the first five to six years was like that and then you started seeing the changes 
in families. You get a class of 10 now and maybe 8 of the 10 are from single 
parent families. Two-parent families are a minority now.
The Gateway school board members and teachers discussed their beliefs that the 
growing numbers of working mothers supported the initiation of a prekindergarten within 
Gateway Public School. One school board member (GSB3) noted the employment 
changes that have occurred within his lifetime as families have gone from one working 
parent to two working parents:
Just in our area with how many people are involved in agriculture, traditionally 
one parent is at home and one parent is the breadwinner. You know how that’s 
changed. People that are farming and ranching, there is a spouse in town that has 
a job probably. There are less people in that, but two income households is the 
norm with parents being gone all day.
A second school board member (GSB2) agreed with the assessment that many 
mothers are now in the workforce and unable to spend as much time developing their 
children’s school readiness skills:
A lot of parents work, and it’s not like even 10 years ago, 15 years ago, when 
there was a lot of stay at home moms. The kids were getting taught a little more 
when moms were able to stay at home with them and read them books or, you
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know, just do little fun games with them. Now all the kids are going to day care.
A lot of day care providers, you know, they don’t have to teach the kids; they’re 
just there to watch them. . . .  It’s a new age. . .  . There’s just nobody home to be 
with the kids to teach them what they need to be taught. So somebody has got to 
take the initiative to do it.
A third school board member (GSB6) emphasized the importance of preschool to 
working families with preschool children:
I think that preschool is important because I think that there are a lot of 
two-parent families working outside the home and so those kids may be at day 
care and don’t get the kind of one on one attention that they would get at home 
with mom and dad.
One teacher (GT4) echoed the sentiments of the school board members regarding 
the growing numbers of working mothers and the growing need for more preschools and 
day cares:
Now, we really don’t have a lot of mothers that are not working. I see more and 
more that are seeking out a really, really good preschool or day care. They really 
don’t have a lot of options so it’s kind of changing with the times.
A second teacher (GT3) shared her belief that the need for preschools and 
preklndergartens has resulted from both parents being in the workforce:
We have so many working moms that need to put their kids somewhere. I think 
that is how this comes about because of the working parents, both of them need to 
work to make a living and the need for the children to go somewhere else.. . .
Sometimes you do see it as a convenience. Send them to preschool; I’m too busy 
working. They can teach them what they need to know.
In spite of these changes within the family structure, this teacher (GT3) stressed 
that a prekindergarten would not replace parenting: “It won’t take the place of the 
parental role, it won’t, and yet some parents will depend on it to do that for them. Some 
people comment on how they will just let the school take care of it.”
Kindergarten Preparation
The superintendent, school board members, and teachers identified poor 
kindergarten readiness skills as another factor that would support the initiation of a 
prekindergarten program within Gateway Public School. The superintendent 
acknowledged students are beginning kindergarten without the needed academic and 
social skills. While the superintendent has always considered social skills important to 
preschool education, he acknowledged that the adequate yearly progress (AYP) 
requirements of the NCLB Act have put additional pressure on academic skill 
development during those early years. The superintendent summarized his thoughts about 
early education:
Have we seen where kids are not prepared? Absolutely, it’s just not the academic 
side, but even the social side of it. It’s twofold.. . .  I’ve always believed that 
social is important in prekindergarten and kindergarten. That’s still a mainstay 
with me but academics really start playing into it especially when you have high 
stake standards and testing.. . .  I believe, that we’re doing an injustice if we don’t 
prepare these kids.
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Other school board members agreed that prekindergarten could provide the 
necessary social skill preparation for kindergarten. One school board member (GSB4) 
stated,
I am a firm believer that social skills are learned or developed. It : good to have 
social skills, get them out of their day care and <’ ! them into a peer group that is 
closer to their age. Because day cares can be up and down in age, I think it would 
help socially to start to get them ready.
A second school board member (GSB5) concurred that attending a 
prekindergarten could provide children with social skill development. He described his 
own experiences with sending his daughter to a private preschool:
Our daughter got a lot of social skills out of it [attending preschool]. . . .  Kids at 
that age can learn a lot at home but they can also learn some social skills and 
things. To me that would be part of the biggest thing is those social skills.
A third school board member (GSB6) reported the social skill development her 
son had experienced while attending a private preschool:
I just happen to know through the preschool, the personal experience we’ve had. 
It was definitely beneficial for our son. On the other hand, we only had one child 
and part of why we wanted to send him were the socialization skills, how to share 
and get along with other people, having to listen to someone other than mom and 
dad.. . .  He could write his name; he knew his alphabet and his numbers when he 
started preschool. It wasn’t so much for the education that we sent him as it was
the socialization.
One teacher (GT1) agreed that one of the main goals of a prekindergarten should 
be teaching social skills in preparation for kindergarten: “The goal social interaction is a 
big part because that does help them personally along within the classroom. It’s a main 
goal of having those kids meet those standards and learning the manners along with the 
educational.” She elaborated that a prekindergarten curriculum could include “the 
beginning mark of letters or maybe writing their name or maybe even learning how to zip 
their coat or tie their shoes, being also able to kind of look out for themselves.”
Some school board members discussed the advantages having a prekindergarten 
in the school setting would present. One school board member (GSB4) commented that a 
prekindergarten located within the school system could better prepare children for the 
school setting:
Going to another preschool in someone’s house is different than being in the 
school.. . .  There is a preschool in town here and you go to this gal’s house and it 
is just her. They don’t hear a bell ring, they don’t see other kids at recess, and I 
think that it would get them ready for when they get into the big school.
This school board member also believed that a prekindergarten would provide 
another option when parents did not believe their child was ready for kindergarten:
That is where this [prekindergarten] would work. It might save two years. I think 
that this is a good way to get kids at the appropriate level at the right time. Too 
many parents don’t want to hold their kids back [once they begin school] because 
it might hurt their kids’ feelings.
One teacher (GT4) noted that parents who wanted to keep their child out of 
kindergarten for another year had few options for a preschool setting. She shared a story
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about one of her friends who wanted to keep her child home another year prior to 
kindergarten:
She has a little guy who could go to kindergarten this year. He has a late birthday 
and is not quite ready. She has said many times, “I wish we had something like a 
pre-kindergarten.” She’s thought a little bit about the [community preschool] but 
that’s been for more of the special needs children while her child is very, very 
bright.. . .  More and more parcnts are thinking I wish we had that service 
especially because there are such great teachers down there [community 
preschool]. I just thought you know that two days a week at a preschool is really 
not enough. We do probably need a pre-kindergarten or definitely more than what 
we have down at [community preschool].
Finally, a school board member (GSB4) summarized that a prekindergarten could 
prepare children for full-day kindergarten:
If we would go full- time kindergarten, then yes it [prekindergarten] would help 
because that is some of the nervousness of parents with their kids with 
kindergarten is that their kids are not going to be ready to go that long. I know 
studies have proven that kids adapt just fine. . . .  We will have kids more used to 
being in that structured enviromnent.
More than half, approximately 62%, of the 30 parents who responded to the 
survey were in favor of the public school providing preschool. Only three of the families 
who responded to the survey did not send their child to a preschool. When asked why 
they had sent their children to a preschool, the majority of parents responded that they 
had wanted their children to become ready for kindergarten socially and academically.
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Some parents wanted to provide an opportunity for their children to separate from them 
prior to kindergarten beginning. Others wanted to afford their children with opportunities 
that were not available within their childcare settings. Table 8 summarizes the reasons 
Gateway parents listed for sending their children to preschool. Some of the parents’ 
comments included:
• Prepare for learning needs required in kindergarten.
• Because she needed some kind of structure and for her to be ready for school.
• Being in a school-like structure prepares them for the years ahead. We also 
sent her to learn the basics you need to know before kindergarten that she 
hadn’t learned at home,
• She needed to spend time outside our home. She needed to be away from 
mom and dad and make friends, be in structure.
• To experience time away from mom and to play and learn with other children 
her age.
Table 8. Reasons Parents Listed for Sending Their Children to Preschool (n=26).
Reason
Reason
Kindergarten
Preparation Socialization
Work Outside the Home & Do 
Not Have Time to Work With 
My Child
Number of
Parents Who 19 6 1
Listed Response
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Challenging State Standards and Curriculum
Members from each stakeholder group attributed the need for increased 
kindergarten preparation to the challenging state standards and curriculum. Both the 
superintendent and elementary principal agreed that the increased learning expectations 
have created a need for students to begin kindergarten with higher skills. As the 
superintendent remarked, “The curriculum itself has been ratcheted up to a point that we 
got to get these kids prepared at a younger age.”
The elementary principal stated that the higher learning standards had increased 
the need for prekindergarten classes:
I think that all schools would probably move that way. I think that it is coming. 
Those kids need to know more and more before they set foot in that classroom. 
There is so much more that they are expected to know. There is just so much 
more to leam.. . .  Our expectations are when kids come into kindergarten that 
they know how to write their letters and their name and most of them do.
Several school board members shared their observations about the increased 
kindergarten curriculum demands. One school board member (GSB4) commented,
I think that with being with kids that have just been through kindergarten and one 
that is going to be there shortly that it [prekindergarten] is a good idea. The 
requirements that they have, I look back to when I was in school and they were 
nowhere near to what they are learning now, not even close, and I think that it 
gets them ready for kindergarten.
Another school board member (GSB1) reported that the increased state standards 
have moved the curriculum requirements down a grade:
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It’s basically like we’ve taken the first grade curriculum and moved it to 
kindergarten.. . .  State standards saying, “We have to get this in.” No Child Left 
Behind saying, “We have to get this in.” So then are we going to start moving our 
kindergarten program to a pre-kindergarten program? Which to me would seem 
like the inevitable.
A third school board member (GSB6) agreed that standards have required 
students to know much more before they begin school than they did in years past:
It seems that kids need to know more and more every year to be able to keep up 
with things.. . .  They’re expecting more out of the kids than they did 10 years ago 
and they’re expecting them to know more when they get to school. I think they 
[school administration] would be open to the idea because just in our state alone 
the criteria have been raised. If this continues on, this kind of a trend where kids 
have to know more and are expected to learn more in a certain length of time, 
maybe it’s going to become an issue that you can’t pass over that you just need to 
start earlier in order to learn all the information.
Finally, a fourth school board member (GSB2) emphasized that with the 
increasing state standards, the school districts would need to assist the students by 
providing a preschool to teach them skills needed for kindergarten:
They [state standards] expect you to be reading in first grade. That’s a lot tc put 
on the kindergarten teacher, to try to teach them, first of all, what their alphabet
was . . .  to reading in that same year___The state standards are going up. We’re
going to have to follow suit and help those kids out. If you’re expecting them to 
read by kindergarten, then you’re going to have to do a preschool to at least teach
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them their alphabet. It’s like going up one more year. Kindergarten is first grade 
and first grade is second grade. The kids that don’t have preschool missed out on 
kindergarten.
All the teachers agreed that the curriculum standards have increased so that what 
was once the first grade curriculum has now become the kindergarten curriculum. One 
teacher (GT4) noted, “A lot of what we’re doing in first grade now is being taught in 
kindergarten so that’s really changed the last four years since I’ve been teaching first 
grade.”
The teachers reported the parents’ surprise with the increased curriculum 
demands. One teacher (GT1) described her experiences when showing parents their 
children’s school work during parent teacher conferences: “Fve had a couple parents tell 
me that they don’t remember doing this until probably into first or second grade and here 
their child was doing it at the end of kindergarten.” This teacher commented that the 
parents could not recollect their third or fourth graders completing that work in 
kindergarten either.
The kindergarten teacher (GT3) reminisced about the curriculum she had taught 
years ago:
I think that a prekindergarten would be what I taught in kindergarten. When I had 
kindergarten, they learned their letters, their numbers, their shapes.. . .  Now they 
do so much in kindergarten, you feel that there should be some readiness to get 
them ready for kindergarten, which is where this [prekindergarten] would come 
in.
201
Parents completing the survey listed the challenging kindergarten curriculum as 
one reason for favoring a public school. One parent stated, “It only makes sense with 
kindergarten becoming more like first grade.”
Universal Accessibility
Members of the administration, school board, and teachers identified universal 
access for all preschoolers as another factor supporting the initiation of a prekindergarten 
within Gateway Public School. Without a prekindergarten located within the school 
setting, one of the kindergarten teachers reported that approximately 80% of her students 
had attended preschool prior to entering kindergarten during the 2006-2007 school year, 
and 70% of her students had attended preschool prior to entering kindergarten during the 
2007-2008 school year. Of the 30 families who responded to the survey, 27 had sent their 
child to preschool. For those who had attended preschool, 20 had gone to a private 
preschool, 4 had attended the community preschool, and 3 had enrolled in a home-based 
Head Start program option. Head Start and the community preschool had not charged 
fees or tuition to attend and had accepted children with a demonstrated learning or 
financial need.
Parents who believed that public schools should provide preschool education for 
4-year-olds most often cited school preparation and universal accessibility when 
justifying their responses. These parents most frequently mentioned funding as a barrier 
to accessing the current system of private preschool education. Comments written by the 
parents in support of universal accessibility outnumbered those who argued for the 
current system of private preschools:
® To ensure equal access for all kids.
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■» I think if school provided it, some kids wouldn’t be left behind, like now 
because some parents can’t afford to pay for it.
• Because we live in America where education should be free of cost.
« Because there are some kids that slip through the cracks. Such as the ones that 
don’t qualify for Head Start or the kids that parents can’t afford preschool.
One school board member (GSB1) reflected the private preschool might exclude 
those who were unable to pay the fees: “We have some private preschools.. .  . But then 
that might probably exclude some people that couldn’t afford those.. . .  If you get into 
public, then everybody has equal opportunities.”
Another school board member (GSB6) concurred that the fees charged by the 
private school might discourage some parents from sending their children: “Being 
private, it’s up to the individual to pay for the children to go there and I don’t know if that 
keeps many people out or not.”
A third school board member (GSB2) explained that although a private preschool 
existed in Gateway, the parents were responsible for paying the fees:
Well, there are people in Gateway here that do have preschools, and the parents 
are in charge of paying that individual for the preschool. I think that’s great. But 
she’s one person, she can’t take care of all the kids in the community. And a lot of 
parents can’t pay for that either. Sometimes the kids that need it the most, their 
parents can’t afford it.
Besides the private preschool, one school board member (GSB1) explained that a
home-based Head Start program option was available for parents who were interested in
working with their children at home to prepare them for kindergarten: “We do have Head
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The community preschool has provided another option for parents who might 
have children at risk for learning difficulties. While the community first established the 
preschool for children needing special education, one teacher (GT2) remarked that the 
community preschool has since loosened its enrollment criteria: “It [community 
preschool] started more as a school for children with disabilities, but has evolved into a 
more rounded program. First come are the children with disabilities of some kind, maybe 
they have a speech problem, physical problem or financial.”
Some school board members reported that the community preschool still has the 
stigma of being only for children needing special education. One school board member 
(GSB2) shared,
My friend has a little boy that they’re going to send to the community preschool, 
which is not for disabled children anymore like it used to be. It’s just for special 
needs kids that just need a little extra help before they hit kindergarten. It’s pretty 
much preschool . . . but a lot of people don’t [send their preschool child] because 
it’s the community preschool, for goodness sake. That’s for, I don’t want to say 
the word, but for retarded children, mentally disabled children. But it’s not. It’s to 
help the children that aren’t socially, mentally ready for school yet, and they need 
to be soon. They need to get out of the day care, and even out of the family 
setting. They need to be more exposed to kids.. . .  It’s just become like a 
preschool for the kids that need help before they get to kindergarten.
Start people that come in our area, the home-base program. I don’t know much about that
but I do know people that have had [Head Start teachers] come to their home.”
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We have a little girl who has a hearing impairment there right now, some that are 
not speaking the English language. We have children from South Africa, from 
Mexico and so it’s definitely becoming more of a melting pot welcoming more 
and more children...  . More and more parents are thinking I wish we had that 
service especially because there are such great teachers down there.
The elementary principal noted that the demand for preschool services has begun 
to drain the community preschool’s resources: “Community preschool does a nice job but 
sometimes I think that they are overwhelmed because there are a lot of people that want 
kids in preschool and there is only so much room and so much money.”
The superintendent reinforced the elementary principal’s observations regarding 
the growing demand for preschool services. He reported that citizens new to the 
community often stop at the school asking about their preschool services: “We’ve had 
people come up, I know they’ve checked at the central office thinking we run it 
[community preschool] and say, ‘Where’s your preschool?”’ The superintendent noted 
that the growing numbers of young children requiring special education services has 
placed further pressure on the community preschool: “What we’re seeing more and more 
is young individuals coming in that have identified special needs and I see that as 
definitely an increase in terms of numbers.”
One school board member (GSB5) commented that the recent arrival of Spanish 
speaking families has provided an additional incentive for initiating prekindergarten 
services: “The influx of the Spanish speaking people we have because they are struggling
Another teacher (GT4) explained that the community preschool has served
children with a variety of learning needs:
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with English, maybe if we get the kids earlier, you could get them started [learning 
English].”
One teacher (GT3) shared that as more families have moved into the community, 
the need for preschool services has grown. This teacher explained that these families have 
relocated in Gateway to work minimum wage jobs that require shift work and cannot 
afford to send their children to the private preschool:
More and more of these children are moving in from some of these far away 
states. I think we need to get these kids in somewhere and they can’t afford the 
really good preschools or the day cares. When they’re making very minimum
wage, they can’t afford day care. Then you know shift work, you know they’re 
tired. We need to get those children into services earlier.
Most of the school board members and teachers agreed that preschool children at
Vjfir-
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risk for learning problems should attend preschool. One school board member (GSB1)
stated, “I do think the kids that are struggling, if you could get them solid at the
beginning that is so good. I could see that [prekindergarten] for the kids that really need a
lot of help.” Another school board member (GSB2) agreed: “Well, the kids that are a
little bit slower in developing, it gives them kind of a head start in learning.” A third
school board member (GSB6) concurred, “I would say in some situations thev would see
PftC'v-Wf.’IXsiX, , ...
it as very valuable for those kids that are maybe a little bit more high risk than others.”
Finally, one teacher (GT3) shared her beliefs that a stable home life far 
outweighed a preschool program, but she could support a preschool program targeted for 
children at risk for learning problems:
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Personally, I don’t feel that a prekindergarten would be more beneficial than a 
good home life. . . .  I think differently with the kids that need a little extra help. I 
could see where they would want to have somebody help them with that.
Factors That Could Hinder Prekindergarten Initiation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified 
five factors that would hinder initiation of a prekindergarten within the Gateway Public 
School district: (a) funding, (b) parent choice, (c) parent versus school responsibility,
(d) perceptions of early childhood education, and (e) established community and private 
preschools.
Funding
All but one interviewee agreed that funding would be the primary barrier to 
prekindergarten program initiation. Only one school board member (GSB5) remarked 
that funding would not be an issue: “If we decided to it, I don’t think that money would 
be an issue, with oil money and all. I don’t think that funding will be a major issue.”
The elementary principal indicated that she had not heard of any federal or state 
initiatives to fund prekindergarten. Without any federal or state assistance, the elementary 
principal doubted the school district would initiate a prekindergarten program.:
I don’t see the state doing anything right now, I mean with the prekindergarten 
thing. It would be out of our own little pockets. I don’t see any federal or state 
push on it yet. If we wanted it, my assumption would be that we would finance it. 
That would be a big stumbling block because it is going to be we don’t need to 
and where is the money coming from.
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The remaining school board members concurred that funding was the first 
obstacle that came to mind when discussing the initiation of prekindergarten. Even 
though the Gateway Public School district was receiving the benefits of oil revenue, 
several school board members were reluctant to utilize those funds for ongoing 
programming. One school board member (GSB4) commented, “Funding came to mind 
right away. That would be top. When I say funding, Gateway School District has the 
money but we like to have things if they are mandated, they are funded. It is a legislative 
issue.” A second school board member (GSB2) agreed: “We’re a very fortunate school. I 
mean, we have oil money behind us, but that could quit tomorrow.”
Finally, a third school board member (GSB6) explained her concerns about 
initiating an unfunded prekindergarten program even if a need existed:
At this point and time we’re sitting pretty well because we’re in the middle of an 
oil rich area but as the funding formulas change what we end up with changes and 
as everybody in an oil area knows, this isn’t going to last forever.. . .  As far as 
I’m concerned, I think it’s [prekindergarten is] a terrific idea. Whether we could 
do it unfunded as a school board, I would have my reservations about that. As far 
as an unfunded preschool, I can’t see in our district at the moment that it would be 
something that we would consider very strongly.. .. There could possibly be a 
need but whether or not the dollars would be there would be another story. 
Obviously, it’s not going to be state funded so are there other ways that we can 
help fund it? Is there anything that you could do? Could you have any sort of a 
charge to the parent? I don’t know that those are possibilities, but we would sure 
have to look at every avenue to see if it was viable for the budget.
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The teachers held the same opinions as the school board members regarding the 
difficulty of initiating a prekindergarten program without state funds. One teacher (GT2) 
suggested that both the state and parents should share the responsibility for funding 
prekindergarten: “I think the state needs to support the preschool programs which are the 
foundation for elementary programs. I think parents should also support the program 
financially.”
Approximately 56% of the 30 parents who responded to the survey favored the 
use of public taxes for providing preschool classes while 77% of the parents indicated 
their willingness to pay a fee for preschool classes for their child. Over 70% of the 27 
parents who had sent their children to preschool paid a monthly fee. One parent wrote on 
the survey, “Preschool did cost $50/month anyway that we had to pay.”
Parental Choice
The school board members and teachers, as well as the parents who responded to 
the survey, stressed the importance of parental choice as related to prekindergarten. One 
school board member (GSB1) expressed her belief that prekindergarten was not 
necessary to the development of a bright young child who received appropriate 
developmental stimulation at home. This school board member indicated that other 
options besides prekindergarten should be available for a child who does not need extra 
help. She conveyed her concerns that all of the children were being lumped together as 
needing a prekindergarten education:
There are parents that maybe don’t want their kids in the early thing, because they 
do some of those things that I was talking about [with their children]. There are 
wonderful people out there and they’re doing the right thing. There are a lot of
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people that aren’t doing the right thing. So then we just say everybody is not 
doing the right thing. We put them all together and say, “Ok, everybody has to do 
this because it’s going to just help everybody. It will benefit everybody. It won’t 
hurt the good kids, and it will help the kids that need help.” So it’s a big dilemma. 
Trying to encompass everyone is very, very difficult.. .  . But an average to bright 
child, I just think there should be some other avenues that we should be 
doing. . . .  I think choice is such an important thing as a parent, because you send 
your kids off for so many hours away.
One teacher (GT4) shared her concern for parents who wanted to keep their 
children home rather than sending them to a prekindergarten:
I always think that I’m pretty fair about listening to their emotions and why some 
parents feel very strongly about not pre-kindergarten, kindergarten and I think we 
as a school really need to listen to those concerns. I know we do have a few of 
them especially those out in the country that just want that time with their child a 
little bit more.
Another teacher (GT3) communicated her belief that prekindergarten programs 
should not interfere with parenting: “I still would still think about the parents’ place in 
theirs kids’ lives. If the parents are doing a good job then why interrupt that?”
Of the 30 parents who completed the survey, 3 indicated that they had not sent 
their children to preschool. Those 3 cited the following reasons: (a) personal beliefs 
regarding preschool, (b) distance, (c) work schedule, and (d) good day care that promoted 
learning. Their written comments included:
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• I do not believe in preschool. I believe children need to see the modeling of 
home life and of parenting, not asking someone else to do it. I don’t believe 
play needs to be organized at that age.
® I don’t feel preschool is something our children need.
• My work schedule and the fact that he was at a really motivated daycare that 
promoted learning.
Those three parents who did not send their children to preschool did not believe 
their children experienced any effects from not attending preschool. One parent wrote,
My child has a very well developed imagination. We are not secluded this day
and age so much. She has good social skills and keeps me engaged by helping her
develop skills and challenges and finding what are her strengths and weaknesses.
Three of the 18 parents who favored the public schools in providing preschool 
also advocated for parent choice: “It is so good for kids. It shouldn’t be required though, 
the parent should choose.” Five of the 11 Gateway Public School District parents who did 
not favor a public school preschool advocated for parental choice. Another parent 
expressed her fear that “once it is in the public school system, it becomes mandatory and 
the public loses its voice on the type of curriculum provided.” Some of the parents’ 
written comments from the survey included:
• Why start school at 4? I think 14 yrs. of school is too much.
• Let it be parents’ option. Kids will be in the public school system long 
enough.
• As long as it was kept optional at age 4, children and parents aren’t quite 
ready for that setting.
Parent Versus School Responsibility
Gateway Public School district parents who answered the survey were divided 
over the responsibility for school readiness. While 13 of the 30 parents believed that the 
parent/guardian was responsible for school readiness, 17 indicated that both the 
parent/guardian and the school were responsible for getting children ready for school.
Six of the 14 parents who did not believe the public schools should provide 
preschool education noted that preschool children needed to be with their parents and 
have time to be children. Their comments included:
• I have five grown children and feel parents have a responsibility to their 
children not the state. They need to learn from role models not peers.
» Parents can’t expect someone else to educate their kids from birth to 18.
• Children need the nurturing and time of parents, not an institution. The 
competitiveness of getting your child ahead is getting out of hand. You’re 
only little once and old forever.
• It is important for children to get their start from home at a more patient 
setting and to keep that bond with parents.
» They are so young. Let them be kids while they can. They have to grow up so 
fast!
• I wanted my child home learning with us. I am an older mother and that might 
make a difference!
Three parents indicated their satisfaction with the present status of private
preschool and did not see a need for the public school to provide preschool education.
One parent voiced her belief that preschools should stay private as “schools have enough
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challenges with funding/staffing for current needs-curriculum. Rural areas already have 
lots of challenges.” Those parents supporting free public school prekindergarten wrote:
• The academic curriculum and state standards are loaded. This preschool 
education would help kids and schools be more prepared.
• It gives children the extra boost they need, so hopefully they don’t struggle 
with school as they get older.
• Brain research says children learn more and at a faster rate when they are four.
• To give children another avenue to get them ready for learning (school).
Parents who completed the survey from Gateway Public School District gave the
following reasons that their public school did not provide preschool classes. These 
reasons were listed in order of frequency: (a) funding, (b) availability of private 
preschools, (c) shortage of space within the school facility, (d) community unawareness, 
and (e) shortage of qualified teachers. Table 9 summarizes the reasons parents listed for 
Gateway Public School not starting a preschool. One parent wrote that the public school 
should not be involved with preschool: “Why are we of the mentality that our children 
need more school? I believe it is paid day care for parents. It is parents’ responsibility.”
Approximately 55% of the 30 parents completing the survey from Gateway 
indicated that the public school should provide preschool classes and 62% of the parents 
favored the public school providing preschool classes for 4-year-olds. Two of the 
advantages parents listed for having the public school provide preschool included 
providing qualified teachers and transportation for rural families.
Even though they supported public school preschool, two parents stated their 
satisfaction with the private preschools available:
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Table 9. Reasons Parents Listed for Gateway Public School Not Starting a Preschool 
(n=20).
Reason Funding
Private
Preschool
Availability
Space
Shortage
Community
Unawareness
Shortage of
Qualified
Teachers
Number of 
Parents Who 
Listed 
Response
12 5 3 3 2
• We do have one other preschool in town and she did an excellent job at 
preparing [daughter] for kindergarten.
* We do have private and I am ok with that too.
From the elementary principal’s perspective, parents were asking the school to 
take on more responsibility for their children’s social and academic education. She 
indicated that the school was taking on responsibilities that had previously belonged to 
the parents:
We have had people moving from other areas wanting preschool. I just think that 
the parents want us to do more all of the time. The parents just don’t have the 
enrichment things like they had before because there is lack of time or lack of 
knowing how to do it. I am seeing kids in kindergarten, they just lack even the 
basic things like manners and respect, and there are a let that don’t have those 
skills. I think we need more parenting classes. It is like everything else that gets 
dropped in the school’s lap. If there is a problem, we are supposed to fix it.
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In contrast, one school board member (GSB2) indicated her beliefs that the school 
should be responsible if the parents were not able to prepare their children for 
kindergarten: “If the parents aren’t there for the kids, we have to be.”
Differing Perceptions o f Early Childhood Education
A fourth barrier to initiating a prekindergarten program included the differing 
perceptions held by the interviewees when discussing early childhood education. Several 
of the interviewees referred to prekindergarten as babysitting and stated their beliefs that 
the school would be providing a babysitting rather than an educational service. The 
elementary principal remarked that parents would like prekindergarten because they 
would be receiving organized babysitting services: “I think that parents would like that 
babysitting. It would be very structured and I would think that they would see that as a 
benefit to the children.” The elementary principal noted that she was uncertain about the 
need for a prekindergarten program and commented that the school would be providing 
babysitting rather than education: “I have conflict with that [providing prekindergarten]. 
Part of me believes that we will just become a babysitting service.”
Other school board members used the term babysitting when discussing barriers 
to initiating a prekindergarten program. One school board member (GSB4) remarked that 
some parents might accuse the school of starting a day care as opposed to a 
prekindergarten program: “You might have some parent push back and you might have 
some parent say you’re starting a day care.” Another school board member (GSB1) noted 
that parents might support the prekindergarten as free day care: “If the child is already in 
day care, they [parents] might think that this was great, free day care.” A third school 
board member (GSB6) observed that the school might not want to start a preschool
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because the patrons might view it as a day care: “I have to wonder as far as the preschool 
part of it, is that possibly why it hasn’t been started? People look at it as more of a day 
care, not a preschool.” One parent responding to the survey agreed that preschool would 
become day care for working parents: “If schools take on preschool, it’s basically free 
day care for parents that work.
A fourth school board member (GSB3) shared his feelings that the school should 
begin a prekindergarten program for educational benefits and not simply for the 
convenience of working parents:
We don’t want to do it [prekindergarten] for that reason because everyone is 
working, husbands and wives having full-time jobs. If it is just making a 
convenience for the parents because of the day care situation that is not why we 
wanted i t . . . .  If we’re doing it [prekindergarten] because we’re the babysitting 
service, no, if there is an educational reason to do this, yes.
This school board member reflected on the change of attitudes towards full-day 
kindergarten that prompted the state legislature to fund full-day kindergarten:
I guess I can’t figure out one thing but there has been a whole switch in attitude 
[about full-day kindergarten]. That would be my concern with prekindergarten. 
We got over this hurdle. How long would it take to get the attitudes changed 
[about prekindergarten]? A lot of people look at it as free day care, which is a 
shame.
Some of the Gateway interviewees expressed their perceptions that a 
prekindergarten might interfere with being a child. The elementary principal shared her 
beliefs about early education: “Part of me thinks these kids should be kids at least until
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they are five.” She expressed her doubt that the community would support 
prekindergarten: “We have a large older population and I am not really sure how they 
would feel. If they were in education, they might say yes it is time, but if not they might 
say kids need to be kids.” The superintendent noted that others he had spoken with also 
believed children needed to be children: “We’ve had discussions with people saying they 
think we’re putting too much pressure on these kids and let kids be kids.”
While most of the interviewees agreed that the children would learn by attending 
a prekindergarten, some of the interviewees questioned the methods used and the content 
taught to young children. One school board member (GSB1) described attending a school 
board convention and hearing about the positive learning statistics for full-day 
kindergarten. In spite of this positive data, this school board member wondered aloud if 
children really needed to learn those academic skills at such a young age:
The statistics are very good, and I would assume that for pre-kindergarten, they 
would be good, too .. . .  Kids will always learn. It’s just, what are they going to 
learn? Is it so important that they learn the ABCs, or are these other things more 
important? I’m sort of from the old school. Kids should be kids.. . .  We put them 
behind desks way too early. We put them in lines way too early.. . .  I think they 
should be out with their grandparents and experiencing life and planting 
gardens.. . .  I don’t know if it’s even third grade or fourth grade where they just 
lose enthusiasm for school.. . .  What are we missing? Are we putting them into 
school too soon? I just hate the thought that this No Child Left Behind has caused 
us to do this, maybe push our kids harder because kids will catch up at some 
point. I’m not sure that more education always is the best answer. We always
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think, “Oh, educate, educate, educate.” Sometimes you have to show them. . . .  
You have to be examples. That’s where kids really learn.
One teacher (GT3) stated her beliefs that prekindergarten would interfere with 
early childhood growth and maturation: “My belief is that if you add a prekindergarten, 
when does that child have time to grow up if by 3 years old, they are in the school 
setting?” She went on to question whether early education resulted in advanced 
achievement in the later elementary grades: “You can teach them to read in 
prekindergarten, kindergarten or first grade but when they do get to third grade, are they 
any more advanced?” This teacher expressed her opinion that regardless of what a 
teacher does, children do not learn until they are ready:
There were some kids that would struggle all the way to Christmas time and then 
after Christmas, they just took off. They were ready. No matter how much you 
tried to reteach it, they will not get it until they are ready to learn. You cannot 
push a child to learn if they are not ready to learn.
Established Community and Private Preschools
Each of the interviewees mentioned the community and private preschools that 
existed in Gateway. Some saw those preschools fulfilling the community’s needs and 
others believed that the operators of those preschools would not want the public school to 
become involved in preschool. The elementary principal noted,
We have the community preschool and that would be infringing on them .. . .
They do have a very well deserved, very loyal group who support the community 
preschool and if we go into the preschool business that might be seen as a threat 
by some.
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The superintendent agreed that even though the community preschool was located 
on the Gateway Public School campus and had served Gateway’s preschool children with 
disabilities, the community preschool’s board of directors might not appreciate the public 
school’s involvement in public prekindergarten: “I think their knee jerk reaction would 
be, ‘Are they shutting our little school down?’ That would be the biggest thing to get 
over.”
The school board members noted that the community and private preschools 
already provided preschool services within the community. Two school board members 
likened the community preschool to a prekindergarten. The first school board member 
(GSB1) stated, “We have the [community preschool], which is basically a 
prekindergarten.” Another school board member (GSB3) remarked, “The community 
preschool is a prekindergarten. From my understanding, it is a school for kids with 
special needs.”
The elementary principal expressed her concern that the public school’s 
involvement with prekindergarten would cut into the private preschool operator’s 
business:
We do have one private preschool in town and how do you infringe upon that? 
We are going into competition to that.. . .  You are infringing on her livelihood 
even though she does not have enough room for all of the people that want 
preschool.
Some of the school board members indicated that the private preschool operator
would feel threatened if the public school initiated a prekindergarten. One school board
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member (GSB4) remarked, “I could see that as being, you are going to put me [private
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preschool] out of business.” Another school board member (GSB1) noted, “We have 
some private preschools.. . .  I think we have one operating right now, and they do that 
type of thing, too.” A third school board member (GSB6) agreed that the private 
preschool was well established:
I know that there are some private preschools in the Gateway area and I know that 
the gals that have been teaching in those private preschools have done very well 
for many years. Obviously, it [public prekindergarten] would cut into their 
income and as I said earlier, we have some very good preschools in the area. We 
have one in Gateway that I don’t have any personal experience with but I know 
their classrooms are full.
One teacher (GT1) indicated that starting a prekindergarten within Gateway might 
be problematic unless the school would hire the private preschool teacher:
That might be a problem if someone who’s having a private preschool and then 
the school opened up theirs and took away from what they were doing. Maybe 
hopefully if they were qualified, that private one could be brought in to be the 
teacher assistant so they could work together.
Another teacher (GT2) declared that the community had a variety of preschool 
services available outside of the public school setting: “We have good programs out 
there, the [infant and toddler development] program and the preschools. We are very 
fortunate in our community to have a program for children with special needs that is also 
a preschool.”
Three parents from Gateway who completed the survey conditioned their support 
of public school preschool on the unavailability of private preschools. One parent wrote,
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“Only if the community lacks preschool or quality private preschool.” A second parent 
commented, “We do have one other preschool in town and she did an excellent job at 
preparing [daughter] for kindergarten.” The third parent agreed: “We do have private and 
I am ok with that too.”
Summary
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified
four factors that would support prekindergarten program initiation within Gateway Public
School: (a) changing family structure, (b) kindergarten preparation, (c) challenging state
standards and curriculum, and (d) universal accessibility. Table 10 provides a summary
of the factors that could affect prekindergarten initiation at Gateway Public School.
Table 10. Factors That Could Affect Prekindergarten Initiation at Gateway Public School 
(11= 4 2 ).
Factors That Could Support Initiation Factors That Could Hinder Initiation
Kindergarten Preparation State Funding
Challenging State Standards & 
Kindergarten Curriculum
Parent Choice
Parent Responsibility
Changing Family Structures
Early Childhood Perceptions
Universal Accessibility
Community & Private Preschools
Each interviewee noted that the family structure had changed over the past 
generation and several interviewees remarked that some parents were too busy to prepare 
their child for kindergarten. Changes in family structure included (a) more mothers 
entering the workforce, (b) preschool children spending more time in childcare, (c) single
parent households increasing, and (d) inadequate parenting skills. The teachers indicated
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that these changes in family structure have resulted in teachers taking on more 
responsibilities that traditionally belonged to parents. The interviewees indicated that 
these changes in family structure would support the initiation of a prekindergarten 
program because parents needed assistance preparing their children for kindergarten due 
to outside employment and a lack of time to teach their children the necessary 
kindergarten readiness skills.
With 92.3% of working mothers with children 5 years of age and younger in the 
workforce, Gateway county led the state and exceeded the average national percentage of 
working mothers with young children (North Dakota State Data Center, 2007).
The study participants identified kindergarten preparation as the second factor as 
contributing to prekindergarten program initiation. While the superintendent indicated the 
NCLB Act had placed additional pressure on children entering kindergarten prepared 
both academically and socially, most interviewees reported the need for social skill 
development in prekindergarten programs. Moreover, four of the six school board 
members had sent their own children to private preschools prior to kindergarten to 
prepare them socially for kindergarten. Two of the interviewees noted that a 
prekindergarten program would provide parents an option if they did not want to send 
their child to kindergarten when they were age eligible. Parents responding to the survey 
agreed that they had sent their children to preschool to prepare them for kindergarten both 
socially and academically.
The third factor that would contribute to the initiation of a prekindergarten 
program was the challenging state standards and curriculum. All agreed that the 
challenging state standards and curriculum required children to enter kindergarten with
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enhanced readiness skills. The teachers expressed their opinions that the curriculum 
standards had increased a grade level so that what was once the first grade curriculum 
had now become the kindergarten curriculum. Parents completing the survey listed the 
challenging kindergarten curriculum as one reason for supporting prekindergarten.
Some of the stakeholders identified universal accessibility as the fourth and final 
factor contributing to the initiation of a prekindergarten program. The kindergarten 
teacher noted that approximately 30% of the kindergarten class had not attended 
preschool prior to beginning kindergarten in 2007. About 90% of the parents completing 
the survey indicated that they had enrolled their child in a private preschool and over 
70% of those paid a fee for their child to attend the preschool. Some parents responding 
to the survey advocated for state support of prekindergarten as a means of providing all 
children access to preschool regardless of their family’s ability to pay.
Even though the community preschool provided services free of cost, several 
interviewees indicated that the community preschool had a stigma of serving children 
with disabilities and that stigma kept many families from applying. With the growing 
numbers of preschool children with disabilities and families with preschoolers at risk for 
learning problems moving into the school district, several of the interviewees concurred 
that the demand for preschool services would continue to grow. While the interviewees 
could not agree on the need for universal public prekindergarten, most acknowledged that 
preschool children at risk for learning problems should attend prekindergarten.
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews, parent surveys, and 
reviewed documents identified five factors that would hinder the initiation of a Gateway 
Public School prekindergarten: (a) funding, (b) parent choice, (c) parent versus school
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responsibility, (d) differing perceptions of early childhood education, and (e) an 
established community and private preschool.
Lack of funding offered the greatest barrier to initiating a prekindergarten 
program. The school administrators and school board members expressed concern about 
implementing a prekindergarten program without state aid. One teacher (GT2) suggested 
that both the state and parents should share the responsibility for funding prekindergarten. 
Over half the parents completing the survey favored using public taxes to pay for a 
prekindergarten program. Still, almost 80% of the parents indicated they were willing to 
pay for their child’s prekindergarten.
Parental choice represented the second barrier to prekindergarten program 
initiation. All the interviewees agreed that the state legislators should never mandate 
prekindergarten and that parents should always have the right to decide whether to send 
their child to prekindergarten. Of those responding to the parent survey, only 3 of the 30 
parents had not sent their child to preschool.'Even those parents who had sent their child 
to a private preschool commented that parents should maintain the right to deicide 
whether to send their child to prekindergarten.
Negotiating the responsibility for school readiness between the parents and the 
school provided the third barrier to prekindergarten initiation. While slightly more than 
half the parents who responded to the survey indicated both the school and parent were 
responsible, the remaining parents indicated that parents held responsibility for school 
readiness. The elementary principal commented that the school had taken over increasing 
responsibilities for tasks that once belonged to the parents. On the other hand, one school
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Differing perceptions of early childhood education held by some of the 
interviewees and parents presented the fourth barrier to prekindergarten initiation. While 
several of the interviewees referred to prekindergarten as babysitting or free day care, 
others expressed their concern that a prekindergarten program would deprive young 
children of their childhood. These stakeholders repeatedly used the phrase “let kids be 
kids.” Although most of the interviewees agreed that young children enrolled in a 
prekindergarten would learn, one school board member (GSB1) and one teacher (GT3) 
questioned whether early education would make a difference in school achievement or 
excitement for learning.
Finally, the established community and private preschools created the fifth barrier 
hindering prekindergarten initiation. These stakeholders noted the community and private 
preschools already provided preschool services within the community. Several felt that 
the community and preschool operators would look unfavorably on the school initiating a 
prekindergarten program. Five of the 30 parents who responded to the survey indicated 
their satisfaction with the community and private preschools and did not perceive a need 
for a public school prekindergarten. One school board member (GSB1) concluded, “I’m 
not sure if this community is seeing a need for pre-kindergarten.”
Factors That Could Support Prekindergarten Implementation
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified 
four factors that would support prekindergarten implementation in Gateway Public 
School: (a) collaborations with other community agencies, (b) guidelines for
board member (GSB2) noted that the school should be there for the students if the parents
could not.
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implementation, (c) prekindergarten teacher availability, and (d) collaborations with other 
elementary teachers.
Collaborations With Other Community Agencies
The school superintendent as well as some of the school board members and 
teachers discussed collaborations with other community agencies integral to 
prekindergarten implementation at Gateway Public School. They most frequently 
mentioned the community preschool as an agency that should be included in any 
prekindergarten implementation plans. The superintendent noted that collaboration with 
the community preschool would be ideal:
That facility would be just an ideal situation for us. It’s on our campus. We 
couldn’t ask for a better location.. . .  It’s just a matter of getting it on the 
table. . . .  We own the property. It was built by volunteers and it was given to 
us. .. . There’s been different avenues and approaches with the special needs 
students and I know their board of directors is saying, “I think we need to sit 
down at the table and really have a plan and have a vision as to where we want to 
go because things have changed from 15, 20 years ago.”
The superintendent remarked that any type of collaboration with the community 
preschool would have to involve the Gateway Public School board and the community 
preschool’s board of directors. He indicated that the two governing bodies would have to 
discuss the specifics of a possible collaboration including personnel, salary, monitoring, 
and policies:
I guess it would start with the higher ups, the governing board from both 
entities.. . .  We’ve had informal talks on various things, but to really sit down and
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say, “Okay, let’s get after this thing and how can we really mold this thing into 
where we want it to go?” I think the biggest thing is the employment, the 
hiring.. . .  I can only imagine that once we do a joint venture they’re [community 
preschool board of directors] going to say, “Well who’s going to pay? Whose 
salary schedule are we going to work off? Who’s responsible for evaluation?” 
They [community preschool] follow all of the same guidelines that we do so I 
don’t see that as a problem.
A school board member (GSB2) suggested that a collaboration with the 
community preschool would be one alternative to providing a prekindergarten program:
“I don’t know if the community preschool building actually belongs to the school. If 
there was a preschool that could be our preschool setting. We could just implement with 
them.”
One of the Gateway teachers (GT4) remarked that collaborating wi th the 
community preschool could provide a qualified preschool teacher and a good facility:
I don’t think they [Gateway Public School administrators] would have a problem 
finding a qualified teacher. I honestly think of [community preschool teacher] 
right away and involving the [community preschool] and doing more of that. I 
think we really do have a good facility there.
Besides the community preschool, the superintendent, a school board member, 
and one teacher suggested involving the special education director. The superintendent 
indicated that the special education director had encouraged him to collaborate more with 
the community preschool. The superintendent remarked, “Our [special education] 
director, that’s really probably been the one that has had the most inspirational thinking.
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He’s telling me, ‘You know you could tap that thing a whole lot more. There’s 
opportunity there.’”
A school board member (GSB3) agreed that the Gateway Public School 
administration should involve the special education director to assist with any special 
needs: “I don’t know if that young of age you identify things like [special needs] but I 
think if there were special needs at that age, we would involve his [special education 
director] department’s services.”
Guidelines for Implementation
When discussing the factors that would support implementation, the school 
administrators, school board members, and teachers referred to the development of 
prekindergarten implementation guidelines. They suggested that these guidelines include 
(a) state standards, (b) curriculum, (c) teacher qualifications, (d) implementation timeline, 
and (e) schedule. One school board member (GSB4) stated that he would want 
information on early childhood education from the Department of Public Instruction 
(DPI):
It would be nice to talk to DPI and have them tell us who we can contact and get
some examples of what their curriculum looks like for a community about this
size. I don’t want one that is from a big city. I want to know for this type of area.
It would be nice to do some in-services with it.
State standards. One school board member and two teachers questioned what 
standards existed for early childhood education. The school board member (GSB1) 
commented, “Are we going to start putting major standards in? I would assume those 
other states [with prekindergarten]; they have standards, don’t they?” One teacher (GT4)
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asked if standards existed for prekindergarten, while another teacher (GT1) remarked that 
the program implemented should first check the state standards. This teacher (GT1) 
recommended, “If it was state funded that would be the first thing to check what their 
standards or goals were.”
Curriculum. Another school board member and teacher discussed their need for 
guidance regarding the early childhood curriculum. The school board member (GSB4) 
observed,
It would nice to have some sort of actual structured curriculum plan. All of the 
other teachers in the other grades basically have a curriculum laid out for them. 
This would be something really new to us because it is at a level that we have 
never taught at.
The teacher (GT3) indicated her beliefs that the prekindergarten curriculum 
should stress social skills and facilitate transition to the school environment:
Use more of an evaluation of their social skills. In prekindergarten, you would be 
teaching them more social activities than structured. I think that your main 
objective would get them to desire to come and look forward to school. If you 
instill in them any kind of dread, I think that we’re having the wrong effect. 
Teacher qualifications. The school administrators, school board members, 
parents, and teachers shared their opinions that the prekindergarten teacher should be 
certified and highly qualified. Some of the interviewees were uncertain regarding a 
prekindergarten teacher’s licensing requirements. Only one teacher (GT3) indicated her 
opinion that the prekindergarten teacher would not need certification: “I don’t think you
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would need certified teachers necessarily at that point. I do not believe in certified 
teachers [for preschool].”
Conversely, a school board member (GSB3) argued, “I wouldn’t see it being any 
different than other teachers.. . .  If a certified teacher was available and funding justified 
it, I guess it wouldn’t initially be a requirement, but I guess I would like to see that.”
A second school board member (GSB2) surmised that the prekindergarten teacher 
would need to be highly qualified since the state required the kindergarten teacher to be 
highly qualified even though kindergarten was not mandatory:
You don’t have to have kindergarten, but if you do, they [kindergarten teachers] 
have to be highly qualified. I suppose it would depend on the qualifications that 
were set forth for this [prekindergarten], because if it was mandated or if it was 
funded by the state, there always has to be rules to follow.
Two parents who responded to the survey also commented that one advantage of 
the public school providing prekindergarten was the employment of a certified teacher. 
One parent wrote, “It [public school prekindergarten] would ensure a certified teacher 
would be with them, teaching them.” The second parent also indicated her support of 
qualified prekindergarten teachers: “I value education and want qualified teachers 
performing the task.”
Some interviewees expressed uncertainty regarding the licensing requirements for 
a prekindergarten teacher. One teacher (GT3) asked, “Would it require a kindergarten 
endorsement along with your elementary degree?”
The superintendent surmised that prekindergarten teaching qualifications included 
an elementary degree with a kindergarten endorsement:
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We have four or five people that have not only their elementary but they also have 
the kindergarten endorsement. I don’t know if there’s anything additional above 
and beyond the kindergarten [teaching endorsement]. I don’t believe there is but 
we do have that personnel.
Finally, one school board member (GSB4) commented about the availability of a 
prekindergarten teacher and his uncertainty regarding the needed credential: “If it was 
K-6 elementary, there wouldn’t be any problem getting faculty.” A second school board 
member (GSB1) recommended a certified teacher with early education:
It would have to be a certified teacher and somebody that loves kids. You can tell 
there are just certain people that just emulate excitement and enthusiasm. For little 
kids, it has to be that type of teacher. I think she should have all the skills that any 
teacher has, the early education things.
Timeline for implementation. The school administration, school board members, 
and teachers were in agreement that implementing a prekindergarten program would take 
one to two years. A school board member (GSB4) noted, “We don’t want to rush. We 
want to make sure that it is right.. . .  We would have to hire staff and figure out a 
curriculum, get the resources necessary, get books and training aids.” One teacher (GT4) 
agreed: “I know it wouldn’t happen over night. I would say at least two years.” A second 
school board member (GSB2) cautioned that it could take longer if the school board did 
not place prekindergarten implementation on the top of the agenda:
If we decide to do it the next school year, it will have actually taken us probably 
two years to get this underway. It’s not the top thing on the agenda, either. It’s 
something you have to deal with it, but don’t fix it until it’s broken.
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Schedule. One school board member and two teachers discussed options and 
variations of prekindergarten schedules. The school board member (GSB5) noted that the 
school administration might experience difficulty deciding whether the prekindergarten 
would operate full days or half days: “How long is it [prekindergarten] going to be? That 
would be the issue, if it was too much for these little kids to be there all day or if they 
wanted them there.”
One teacher (GT1) remarked that two days a week would be sufficient: “I can see 
them [prekindergartners] being excited as long as it was maybe only a couple of days 
where they would actually get to come into the school.”
Another teacher (GT3) recommended that the prekindergarten run only half days 
so that the children would not tire:
With full-day kindergarten, your first couple weeks of school are exhausting, I
can’t imagine prekindergarten being full day. Preschool is two and one half hours.
I would think that two and one half to three hours would be a full day. 
Prekindergarten Teacher Availability
Regarding the availability of a qualified prekindergarten teacher, three teachers 
indicated that the school administration would not experience difficulty finding a 
qualified prekindergarten teacher. One teacher (GT4) stated, “I don’t think they would 
have a problem finding a qualified teacher. I honestly think of [preschool teacher at 
community preschool] right away.” The second teacher (GT2) agreed: “There are people 
in our community qualified for the job and would do a very good job.” The third teacher 
(GT1) remarked, “I had classmates in college that were going into the prekindergarten
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and kindergarten so I think if they advertised that they needed a prekindergarten 
teacher.. . .  I think they would have no problem finding or bringing someone in for that.” 
The elementary principal indicated that she knew teachers with endorsements in 
early childhood who resided in the Gateway community: “We have people in the 
community that have a preschool endorsement in early childhood but whether they would 
want to go down and work in that area I don’t know.”
Collaborations With Other Teachers
Some of the school board members and teachers indicated the importance of 
primary elementary teachers collaborating with the prekindergarten teacher to establish 
the curriculum. One school board member (GSB4) remarked,
It would also be nice to include the rest of the elementary and by other 
elementary, I mean K-3, so they can understand how it is going to work and how 
it is going to be the feeder program, because they might have some input on it too. 
I would hope the kindergarten teacher would be having input if that curriculum is 
going to work.
A second school board member (GSB3) concurred that the prekindergarten 
teacher should work with the primary elementary teachers:
I would see this person [prekindergarten teacher] with those initial next classes 
where a lot of interaction as far as what we should be doing . . .  just a lot of 
interaction with those earlier grades to see what we’re doing right and what we’re 
doing wrong.
The primary teachers discussed the importance of collaborating with the 
prekindergarten teacher on curriculum and being a mentor for the prekindergarten
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teacher. One teacher (GT4) indicated that the kindergarten and Title I teachers “would 
probably be the two best resources for a prekindergarten.”
Another teacher (GT2) agreed that the primary teachers could serve as mentors: 
You have to have the support of your administrator and your lower elementary 
teachers. They would know the curriculum needs you’re going to be building onto 
in the K, 1,2. Support of the teacher could possibly be a mentor for the different 
little aspects that you find in the protocols of the school system.
This teacher noted that the prekindergarten and kindergarten teachers should 
collaborate on basic curriculum:
The preschool teachers and kindergarten teachers need to discuss the basic 
curriculum needs. Last year we teachers were able to sit down with the teachers a 
grade below and grade above and talk about curriculum needs, what we’re doing, 
and what the grade above and below needs for the children to be successful. . . .  
The pre-k teacher would also need to be involved. The pre-k teacher would have 
to know what is out there for children from 0 to the age of pre-k.
A third teacher (GT1) concurred that primary teachers should offer their support 
and assistance to the new prekindergarten teacher and involve the prekindergartners with 
the ether elementary children:
I guess the teachers being open to taking in whoever was involved with it, 
assisting the teacher or whoever else was coming in to help. Also involving the 
kids [prekindergartners] in regular activities with the other kids, letting them have 
recess or PE [physical education] or art or music, anything that would involve 
those kids and make them feel a little more welcomed.
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Factors That Could Hinder Prekindergarten Implementation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parenf surveys identified 
two major factors that would hinder prekindergarten program implementation within the 
Gateway Public School district: (a) facility space and (b) transportation.
Facility Space
Both school administrators, three school board members, and two teachers 
mentioned the lack of space as a barrier to implementing a prekindergarten within 
Gateway Public School. The superintendent commented that a shortage of snace has kept 
Gateway from implementing full-day kindergarten: “We’re looking at an all day 
kindergarten. I think we would have probably put it in this year even with the lack of 
funds, but the biggest deterrent was the fact that we didn’t have the space.”
One school board member (GSB3) agreed: “We are starting to investigate the 
full-day every day kindergarten. Space is an issue and it would be an issue with this 
[prekindergarten] as well.” A second school board member (GSB5) concurred, “The 
facility would probably be our biggest hold back when it comes down to it.” One teacher 
(GT4) suggested that the community preschool might have space for a prekindergarten: 
“I’m not sure how involved you know the community preschool is. Are they using the 
whole building? Are they using half of it?”
Transportation
The elementary principal, school board members, and teachers discussed the 
recent conversion of kindergarten from five half days to two full days and one half day 
each week. They concurred that parents were asking for this change due to the difficulty 
they had arranging transportation for their child. The elementary principal remarked,
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“Parents wanted that changed because it was difficult to get your child picked up at 11:00 
a.m. Parents basically said that they wanted their kids in school all day long and teachers 
were much in support of it.”
The interviewees sunnised that if parents had difficulty transporting their children 
to kindergarten, they would also have difficulty transporting their children to 
prekindergarten. While the interviewees agreed that if the school provided the 
prekindergarten, they would need to provide transportation, they expressed uncertainty 
regarding how the school district would balance an appropriate schedule for preschool 
children with the transportation needs of the families. One school board member (GSB1) 
noted that since Gateway was located in a rural area, some families had to travel long 
distances to transport their child to school:
A lot of kids live in town, and that’s not a big deal. When they live in the country 
and in a rural area, you’re talking about some people may be living 25 miles out, 
15 miles out. Even 5 miles out can be a pain to have to come back in and get your 
kids, drop them off, and take them back. So that [prekindergarten] might be 
something that parents will say, “Well, I’m not going to bother.” I think that 
would be your biggest obstacle with parents, the transportation.
A second school board member (GSB4) reasoned that the distance would present 
challenges for transporting young children for a half day of preschool: “That would be 
tough to get the little ones on the bus. .. . Distance could be a challenge getting little kids, 
especially if it is not all day.”
A third school board member (GSB5) concurred that rural citizens would 
experience the most difficulty transporting their children to prekindergarten:
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With some of the patrons being, country people, it gets to be an issue of just the 
travel to town and juggling schedules to work through some of that kind of stuff.
It is a little tough to drop everything that you are doing and take the kids 
somewhere.
A fourth school board member (GSB6) remarked that implementing a preschool 
for half-day sessions would not meet the transportation needs of families who resided in 
rural areas:
For people who live in the country and are a long way out, half day is not even a 
viable option. As far as preschool, if they were going to be doing half days, I 
don’t know how viable it would be because we have some real long distances to 
cover. If they were going to do full days, it might be more feasible for the school 
district. I guess it would depend on the schedule or how it would be 
presented.. . .  From a rural perspective, things look a lot differently than to those 
that live in town. They could drop them off at school and maybe pick them up in a 
couple hours and take them to a day care or take them home or whatever, .'/here 
if you live 45 miles from town, that’s not as feasible and would be a deterrent for 
some of those rural people.. . .  I can see where a preschool program may be a 
problem just because the ages of the kids and the distances from the school.
Three teachers also discussed the barriers transportation would present. One 
teacher (GT4) compared the transportation issues resulting from half-day kindergarten to 
those problems a half-day prekindergarten would create: “I think like even with the half­
day kindergarten, the transportation is a major issue for parents. They have to involve 
friends, grandparents, lots of car-pooling, and so the transportation is a biggie I think.”
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Another teacher (GT3) agreed that transportation to and from prekindergarten 
offered the greatest challenge to working parents and rural families:
If you have country kids, busing is going to be a problem. Then with rural kids 
and being only a couple of hours, you have parents leaving work to go and get 
them. Transportation would be a problem because of how people are spread out 
here in rural areas.
One parent indicated that distance contributed to her decision not to send her child 
to preschool: “We live in the country, 15 miles one way.” Another parent who had sent 
her son to a private preschool noted, “We are rural and it would have been nice to have 
[son] ride the bus to preschool.”
While the interviewees noted the kindergarten children had ridden the bus one 
way and the parents had transported either to or from the half-day kindergarten, one 
school board member (GSB4) suggested hiring a bus aide to transp )rt the preschoolers:
If you really wanted to make this thing swing, you hire an aide and have them 
take all of the kids back in the mini bus, back to their day care. You wouldn’t 
have almost any parent, complain if you would be willing to do that. If you had an 
aide, they would have to meet all of the criteria to be driving around. That would 
relieve transportation, which would be a big obstacle.
After discussing the barrier transportation presented to the implementation of a 
prekindergarten program, one school board member (GSB6) suggested that the current 
state of community and private preschools with parents providing the transportation 
might be adequate: “At this point as far as the private preschool, it’s up to the parent to
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get them there. If they’re only there two hours a day, maybe that’s enough for someone 
that age.”
Summary
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified 
four factors that would support prekindergarten program implementation in Gateway 
Public School: (a) collaborations with other community agencies, (b) guidelines for 
implementation, (c) prekindergarten teacher availability, and (d) collaborations with other 
teachers. Table 11 provides a summary of the factors that could affect prekindergarten 
implementation at Gateway Public School.
Table 11. Factors That Could Affect Prekindergarten Implementation at Gateway Public 
School (n=42).
Factors That Could Support Implementation
Factors That Could Hinder 
Implementation
Qualified Prekindergarten Teacher Transportation
Collaboration With Kindergarten and 
Primary Teachers
Facility Space
Implementation Guidelines
Collaboration With Community Agencies
and Private & Community Preschools
i ‘ t "J, \ I/-1'
When discussing collaborations with other community agencies, the 
superintendent, school board members, and teachers most frequently mentioned the 
community preschool and the special education services agency. These interviewees 
noted the community preschool was located on Gateway Public School’s physical
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campus and already provided services to preschool children with disabilities from the 
school district. Some of the interviewees suggested collaborating with the community 
preschool to provide a prekindergarten program. The superintendent, a school board 
member, and a teacher suggested involving the special education director to facilitate 
special education services needed by any of the enrolled preschool children.
The school administrators, school board members, and teachers discussed several 
factors that should be incorporated into early childhood education guidelines. These 
factors included (a) state standards, (b) curriculum, (c) teacher qualifications,
(d) implementation timeline, and (e) schedule. Several of the interviewees admitted a 
limited knowledge regarding prekindergarten implementation guidelines. One school 
board member (GSB4) commented that he would like to discuss early childhood 
education with the state’s Department of Public Instruction. While uncertain regarding 
the qualifications of a prekindergarten teacher, the elementary principal and several 
teachers felt that qualified prekindergarten teachers were available within the community.
Finally, collaboration between the primary teachers and prekindergarten teacher 
was the fourth factor mentioned by some of the school board members and teachers.
They indicated that collaboration among the teachers would provide direction for the 
curriculum and ensure that the prekindergarten program truly prepared children for 
kindergarten. Such collaboration would provide the prekindergarten teacher with a 
mentor.
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified 
two major factors that would hinder the implementation of a prekindergarten program 
within the Gateway Public School district: (a) facility space and (b) transportation. The
interviewees acknowledged that a shortage of facility space had kept them from 
implementing full-day, every day kindergarten and a shortage of facility space would also 
hinder prekindergarten implementation. One teacher (GT4) suggested collaborating with 
the community preschool and utilizing their facilities to provide space for a 
prekindergarten program.
The interviewees identified transportation as the second barrier to prekindergarten 
implementation. This barrier resulted from the distances parents had to drive in order to 
transport their children to and from a half-day program. The interviewees credited 
parents’ support of full-day kindergarten to the inconvenience of arranging transportation 
to or from kindergarten at midday. Most of the interviewees agreed that rural families 
would incur the greatest difficulty transporting their children to a prekindergarten, 
especially if the prekindergarten operated half days. While one school board member 
(GSB4) suggested hiring a bus aide and transporting the prekindergarten children, 
another school board member (GSB6) surmised that the present system of private 
preschools where parents transported their own children might be adequate given the 
problems transportation posed. Finally, a third school board member (GSB1) noted that 
parents should do whatever was in the best interests of their children rather than what was 
convenient for them: “If it’s in the best interest of the kids, that’s really the only thing 
that matters. We [school board] don’t work on the convenience of the parents. That is my 
philosophy.”
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Factors That Could Support Prekindergarten Continuation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified 
two major factors that would support prekindergarten program continuation in Gateway 
Public School: (a) integration into school structure and (b) positive evaluation outcomes. 
Integration Into School Structure
The elementary principal, several school board members, and teachers agreed that 
if the prekindergarten was located in Gateway Public School, they would expect the 
prekindergarten staff and children treated like any other teacher or student. The 
elementary principal explained,
If we would start it [prekindergarten] in the school, then it would just be under the 
same umbrella as the other teachers. They would be part of the school and part of 
the staff. If we added it on, that would be something just added to the school and 
they would have access to everything that we have and be involved in everything 
that we were.
One teacher (GT2) agreed with the elementary principal’s assessment of 
integrating the prekindergarten into the school structure:
I think that if they’re part of the school system, then they’re part of the school 
system. Make sure that they’re involved in all the different parts and let the 
teacher choose to pull out of an activity that might not be age appropriate.
A school board member (GSB3) shared his viewpoint that the prekindergarten 
should be just like any other grade at Gateway Public School: “Maybe I’m being too 
simplified here, but I just see it as just being another grade.”
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Another school board member (GSB4) suggested that the elementary principal 
should have the responsibility for evaluating the prekindergarten teacher and monitoring 
the prekindergarten curriculum: “I would say that the preschool teachers would get 
evaluated and their performance and curriculum checked by the principal just like it is for 
everyone else. I don’t think that they would be treated any differently.”
Two additional school board members agreed that the prekindergarten teaching 
position would be similar to other teaching positions at Gateway Public School. One 
school board member (GSB3) reflected, “I wouldn’t see it being any different than other 
teachers.” A second school board member (GSB2) agreed: “I don’t foresee it 
[prekindergarten teaching position] being a whole lot different than any other 
kindergarten teacher. One teacher (GT2) summarized, “The expectations for the pre-k 
teacher are the same as you would have for any teacher in the school system.”
One school board member and three teachers shared their beliefs that the 
prekindergarten students should participate in some of the classes offered in Gateway 
Public School such as music, art, and physical education. The school board member 
(GSB4) offered, “I could see them [prekindergartners] being involved with music and art. 
It is definitely something at that age, they like singing. Everyone likes to sing and make 
pictures. I think you would do that in the room, not drag them out of the room.”
One teacher (GT1) explained that the prekindergarten could be integrated into the 
school by “involving the kids in regular activities with the other kids, letting them have 
recess or PE or art or music, anything that would involve those kids and make them feel a 
little more welcomed,”
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Another teacher (GT3) agreed that the prekindergartners should be involved with 
the music, lunch, physical education, and art programs:
I think that if it [prekirdovgarten] is part of the school system, I think you want 
them to be part of the spring concerts, Christmas concerts, lunch program. Even 
the teachers that teach physical education and art, they would have 
prekindergarten involved in that too if it’s in the school. . . .  The playground 
facilities that we have would be their domain too.
Positive Evaluation Outcomes
All the school board members and two teachers stressed that positive outcomes 
would support the prekindergarten program continuation. While the school board 
members were unanimous in wanting to evaluate the effectiveness of a prekindergarten 
program after implementation, they expressed uncertainty regarding how to obtain that 
information. One school board member (GSB4) remarked,
It would be interesting to see how the kids [prekindergartners] are doing, in order 
to evaluate how kindergartners are doing. How the teachers are doing and how the 
kids are doing defines how the program is doing. How you measure how that all 
plays out would be quite interesting to try to figure out.. . .  What is the measure? 
Can they spell their name and can they count to 10? I don’t know what the criteria 
would be. That is where I would probably look to the schools that have done it in 
the past. Surely, they have come up with something. I really don’t believe in 
recreating the wheel. I think it is being done somewhere else. We don’t need to 
start from scratch.
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Another sch >1 board member (GSB1) conveyed her limited knowledge related to 
evaluating the effectiveness of a prekindergarten program: “Somebody with more 
expertise would have to determine that. I would just like to see what the teachers thought, 
and as far as did it prepare them more for kindergarten.”
A third school board member (GSB5) affirmed the importance of providing the 
school board with periodic reports regarding the prekindergarten program’s effectiveness: 
“As a school board member, some feedback once in a while to make sure that it 
[prekindergarten] is working.”
A fourth school board member (GSB6) noted that the prekindergarten program’s 
evaluation should include the quality of the prekindergarten education and whether the 
prekindergarten made a difference in the student’s learning once they entered 
kindergarten and first grade. She further comm mted that the school board would rely on 
the school administration and teaching staff to determine the effectiveness of the 
prekindergarten program. This school board member described the evaluation data she 
would want collected:
First of ail, what kind of an education the kids are getting. If it’s not funded and 
it’s not mandated by the state, there’s probably not going to be any soil of testing 
that would let us know as in the other grades with all the state testing and all the 
things that we need to keep track of with progress and that sort of thing. After the 
first year not having anything to compare to, I guess the main thing would be, 
how have the kids turned out? Has it been helpful? I don’t know after the first 
year if you would have enough results. I would be more inclined to say it would 
have to go at least two or three years to see where those same kids are in
I don’t think it’s something that you would consider for a year. I think you would 
have to look at it as a long-term basis just because I don’t know that after a year 
you could tell the results.
A fifth school board member (GSB3) discussed the importance of obtaining the 
parents’ and teachers’ perspectives regarding the effects of the prekindergarten on their 
children and students. He commented that a prekindergarten program evaluation should 
include “the benefits that the teachers and parents would see and doing what is best for 
the students and preparing them. I would hope that they would see that.” This school 
board member indicated that he wanted the elementary principal to provide the school 
board with feedback after the first year of implementation: “Just at our monthly meetings 
getting feedback from her [elementary principal] about what is working and not working 
and seeing if kids are progressing.”
The sixth school board member (GSB2) remarked that she would want to know if 
the prekindergarten program had improved the students’ performance in kindergarten the 
following year, She clarified the information she would want: “How well they 
[prekindergartnersj did in the following year, if it helped, and if there was a need, if there 
was more kids.”
Finally, two teachers suggested that the parents and other teaching staff would be 
more likely to support the prekindergarten program after they observed what the children 
had learned and the impact that learning had on later elementary test scores. One teacher 
(GT4) surmised that parents would be surprised to see what their children were learning:
kindergarten and first grade to find out whether the preschool is helping them
enough to keep it feasible. If the board was going to consider having a preschool,
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“I think they [parents] would definitely be interested in what’s going on. I think what 
their children would be coming home and doing, they would be so surprised. I think it 
would be very positive.”
Another teacher (GT2) indicated that positive outcomes in the later grades would 
increase the support for the prekindergarten program by the parents and other teachers as 
well:
I think that as children begin school testing, positive test scores would be a big 
factor. . . .  I think the only way to break through the people who do not like the 
idea of a pre-k program is to show the results down the line by the time they get 
them in the third, fourth, fifth grade. Show that the things that a child has 
continually struggled with can be greatly improved. Maybe if some of those areas 
show improvement, these teachers will see the need for a pre-k program.
Factors That Could Hinder Prekindergarten Continuation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified 
three factors that would hinder prekindergarten program continuation within the Gateway 
Public School district: (a) funding, (b) low enrollment numbers, and (c) qualified teacher 
availability.
Funding
The elementary principal and five school board members indicated that lack of 
funding would hinder the continuation of the prekindergarten program in Gateway Public 
School. The elementary principal asserted that funding was the greatest barrier to the 
continuation of a prekindergarten program: “The only thing I would see that we would
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have to drop it [prekindergarten] would be financially, if we were going in the hole 
terribly bad. There would be gains of having it.”
Five school board members identified funding as one of the major barriers to the 
continuation of a prekindergarten program. One school board member (GSB1) noted that 
if the school administration successfully implemented the prekindergarten program, 
funding would be the only barrier to continuation of the program she could bring to mind: 
“Well, if it’s very successful, I’m not sure if there would be anything other than funding.” 
A second school board member (GSB4) noted that the state should fund the 
prekindergarten just like any other grade:
They [prekindergartners] would count like other students count as far as the 
funding formula.. . .  I would say seed money that is there originally and after that 
they just count as our student body normal, all the money we get for every other 
student. That is how it should be.
A third school board member (GSB3) agreed that funding would be an enormous 
barrier if the state did not provide prekindergarten funding:
Funding would be my biggest concern. If there is nothing in place now, how 
would we get it implemented and continue to implement it? I could see 5 to 10 
years down the road and you get into dire straits as far as finances go. I could see 
that [prekindergarten] as something thrown out there whether it’s right or wrong 
because of its newness and that it’s not funded currently.
A fourth school board member (GSB2) concurred that the school administration 
would probably discontinue prekindergarten or would look for other revenue sources if 
funding were unavailable:
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If it wasn’t mandatory that we had to have it [prekindergarten], if money started 
running out, that may be the first thing to go. Or else if parents wanted to keep it 
going and they were willing to pay to have their children sent there, that might 
help. Everything revolves around money.
Finally, the fifth school board member (GSB6) affirmed the role that funding 
plays in the continuation of any program: “No matter what you do the budget always 
plays a part.”
Low Enrollment Numbers
Two school board members and two teachers expressed concern that low 
enrollment could affect the continuation of the prekindergarten program. One school 
board member (GSB6) speculated that the public school prekindergarten could not 
continue with low enrollment while the majority of preschoolers continued to attend the 
private preschools: “I think lack of enrollment would be a big thing. If you only have half 
a dozen kids and private preschools are teaching 20 to 30 ,1 could see where that could be 
a problem.” A second school board member (GSB2) agreed that the prekindergarten 
program continuation would depend on the enrollment numbers: “I suppose it would 
depend on the quantity of the kids coming in, if it was feasible to have that teacher over 
there teaching.”
Two teachers cautioned that the enrollment numbers could affect the 
prekindergarten program continuation. One teacher (GT2) observed, “In our small 
community, there’s also going to be a problem with numbers of children in the program. 
You have to ask when the number of students is too small.” The second teacher (GT3) 
offered her assessment: “From our experience, you definitely need numbers.”
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Qualified Prekindergarten Teacher
The elementary principal and three teachers reported that qualified 
prekindergarten teachers were available within the community while three school board 
members and one teacher expressed skepticism regarding the availability of qualified 
prekindergarten teachers. One school board member (GSB6) remarked, “I would think 
lack of instructors that world be willing.” One teacher (GT2) hinted that the school 
administration might experience difficulty finding a qualified prekindergarten teacher:
“In our small community the possibility of finding a qualified teacher could prove 
trying.”
Summary
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified 
two major factors that would support prekindergarten program continuation in Gateway 
Public School: (a) integration into school structure and (b) positive evaluation outcomes. 
Table 12 provides a summary of the factors that could affect prekindergarten continuation 
at Gateway Public School.
Table 12. Factors That Could Affect Prekindergarten Continuation at Gateway Public 
School (n=42).
Factors That Could Support Continuation Factors That Could Hinder Continuation
Integration Into School Structure Funding
Positive Evaluation Outcomes Low Enrollment Numbers
Qualified Prekindergarten Teacher
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The elementary principal, several school board members, and teachers agreed that 
if the prekindergarten program was located in Gateway Public School, the 
prekindergarten teacher and students should be treated like the other teachers and 
students. This included involving the prekindergarten students in art, music, physical 
education, lunch program, and elementary school concerts and assigning the elementary 
principal the responsibilities of evaluating the prekindergarten teacher and monitoring the 
prekindergarten curriculum.
Secondly, each of the six school board members and two teachers affirmed that 
positive outcomes would support the continuation of the prekindergarten program. While 
every school board member agreed that the school administration should evaluate the 
prekindergarten program to determine its effectiveness, no one could describe an 
appropriate evaluation system for a prekindergarten program. One school board member 
(GSB4) stated that he would seek guidance from other school districts that might have 
already conducted prekindergarten program evaluations.
Other school board members indicated they would request test score data 
regarding the performance of the prekindergarten students as kindergartners and older 
elementary students. Some school board members emphasized their interest in what the 
teachers and parents of the students observed as effects of the prekindergarten program.
As the prekindergarten program would be so new, two school board members advised
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that the school district continue the prekindergarten program over two to three years to 
assess its benefits. Two other school board members indicated their interest in receiving 
periodic prekindergarten program updates from the elementary principal. Finally, two 
teachers suggested that parents and other teaching staff would be more likely to support
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the prekindergarten program after they observed what the children had learned and the 
impact that learning had on later elementary test scores.
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified 
three factors that would hinder prekindergarten program continuation within the Gateway 
Public School district: (a) funding, (b) low enrollment numbers, and (c) qualified teacher 
availability. The elementary principal and five of the six school board members agreed 
that funding was the greatest barrier to the continuation of the prekindergarten program. 
They expressed concern regarding the availability of state funding for prekindergarten. 
One school board member (GSB4) suggested that the state fund prekindergarten in the 
same manner as they funded education at the other grade levels. As prekindergarten was 
not mandatory, several school board members noted that it would be one of the first 
programs eliminated following a budget deficit. One school board member (GSB6) 
suggested that if adequate funding were not available for prekindergarten, the school 
administration could charge the parents a fee to send their children to prekindergarten.
Some school board members and teachers named two additional barriers that 
could operate against the continuation of a prekindergarten program within the public 
school setting. These included low enrollment numbers and unavailability of qualified 
prekindergarten teachers. Two school board members and two teachers noted that low 
enrollment numbers could result from the declining school census numbers as well as 
parents utilizing the private preschools available instead of the public school 
prekindergarten. Finally, three school board members and one teacher expressed concern 
regarding the continued availability of qualified prekindergarten teachers from their 
small, rural community.
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The elementary principal observed that once Gateway Public School implemented 
a prekindergarten program, the parents would respond negatively if the school 
administration decided to discontinue the program:
Once you put it [prekindergarten] in and then drop it, you will have people 
unhappy. If we were going to do it, we would have to sustain i t . . . .  I think that it 
would be a nightmare if we started it and then quit. Parents are going to be under 
the assumption that we are going to have it forever... . There would be a black 
eye to the school if you had it for one or two years and then dropped it. You 
would have a huge headache.. . .  I just think if we put it [prekindergarten] in, 
there would be the expectation to do it.
Research Question Two: What role did key stakeholders play in the voluntary 
initiation, implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program within a public 
school setting located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund prekindergarten 
programs?
As the Gateway Public School district did not have a prekindergarten program 
located within its public school setting, the researcher investigated what the key 
stakeholders reported regarding the role they would play in the initiation, 
implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program.
Key Stakeholders ’ Role in Prekindergarten Initiation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified 
the following key stakeholders who would play an active role in the prekindergarten’s 
initiation within Gateway Public School: (a) superintendent, (b) elementary principal,
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(c) school board members, (d) teachers, (e) parents, and (f) other community 
stakeholders.
School Administrators
In the past when Gateway Public School has initiated a major change, the school
administrators, school staff, and school board members have been involved. Four school
principal in the prekindergarten initiation process. One school board member (GSB1) 
reported that the superintendent has approached other changes by talking to others and 
researching the topic. This school board member indicated that the superintendent would 
probably follow that same process for initiating a prekindergarten program:
[Superintendent] is very good at research and finding out what other schools do, 
and how it worked. Then he brings that information back to us [school board]. He
talks to a lot of superintendents and a lot of different people to find out. If he were 
to talk to somebody that had already done a prekindergarten, I’m sure that he’d 
probably find out.
board members specifically discussed involving both the superintendent and elementary
process the superintendent would utilize during the program initiation stage:
A second school board member (GSB5) described the information seeking
When he [superintendent] gets a hold of something, he needs to know everything
people on the streets.
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A third school board member (GSB3) noted that in the past, the administration 
has researched a new topic and has then brought that information to the school board for 
discussion before am r -.ether actions are taken:
Our administration does an excellent job and they would do some homework on 
it, maybe on their own unless a board member would bring it up. Usually our 
administration is looking forward enough to do a little work on it, maybe not get 
too far into it and present it to the board meeting. We would have some 
discussion; test the waters. They may have done a whole lot on it or maybe just 
very little just to see what the feelings were. We would go from there.
The superintendent agreed that after the administration, teaching staff, or a parent 
has identified a need, he would seek information from experts, run a cost analysis, and 
initiate a lot of dialog with school district patrons. He explained the process he has 
followed for initiating change:
The biggest thing I think is communication. It usually starts with central office or 
with someone coming in, could be a parent, could be a teacher, and then we look
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at it administratively. We bring it up at board meetings. We have a lot of dialog.
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We don’t make the decision right off the bat or irrationally. The communication is
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probably the biggest thing we’ve done, assessments with the community, with
parents and things like that. We sit down and listen to experts and run a cost
analysis and then we take it from there. If it’s a major issue, then you have an
open forum so to speak and let people come in and voice their opinion.
School Board
Several school board members indicated that they would first become educated on 
the topic; obtain feedback from the community, parents, and teaching staff; and make the 
final decision. One school board member (GSB4) explained that the school board had the 
responsibility to become educated on the topic in order to answer questions from the 
school district patrons:
Our role would be, because you know how it is as a school board member, you 
get hit up in the public a lot. So it would be our role to get educated on it. I think 
that since it is a brand new thing that we should be sitting in just as active 
listeners, not that they have to try to sell it to us. We need to actively understand 
what this program is about so we can speak to it right in the public.
A second school board member (GSB5) described his role during the 
prekindergarten program initiation process as seeking feedback from the school district 
patrons:
I would want the input of what I would hear in the coffee shop or what people are 
telling me. To me that is the bottom line, what people say in the community. As 
far as learning and what they are doing, there would have to be a strong feeling 
from the community, this is what we need and you guys figure out how to work it. 
A third school board member (GSB3) stressed the importance of informal 
discussions with the school district patrons before making important decisions:
There is a lot of discussions that happen on the street when you go downtown for 
lunch or supper, feedback you get from people. They know everybody and they’re
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not afraid to speak their mind because we are all very approachable and just 
gathering all that information and making an appropriate yes or no.
A fourth school board member (GSB4) agreed that the school board would seek 
information from the community and suggested utilizing an open forum:
I think it would be good to start a little open forum with the community and get a 
feel for the community before we decided to start.. . .  Let them look at it and get 
some feedback on it first before we all of a sudden say that it is going to a 
required thing.
Finally, a fifth school board member (GSB6) emphasized the importance of 
obtaining ideas from the teaching staff as well as the community patrons: “We rely 
strongly on how the community feels about issues like that.. . .  I think you draw on your 
teachers’ experience and draw from the community and ideas from parents.”
This school board member stressed the school board’s reliance on the school 
administration for information related to the matter under consideration:
I think a school board has to draw on the administration. Those are the people that 
are trained in what they’re doing and to see things that we don’t see and know 
what’s, going on when those are things that we don’t necessarily know because 
they aren’t decisions that we need to be making. They need to be making them. 
After obtaining feedback from the community, several school board members 
indicated that the school board would make the final decision. One school board member 
(GSB6) affirmed that the school board must make a decision based on need, community 
support, and funding availability:
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It would have to be something we would do a lot of research in and determine the 
need and the response from the community. We maybe see this need, but is the 
community behind us? Do they agree with the need or are we going to start a 
program and have three kids or will we have a full classroom? I think research 
would be one of the key things that as a board member you’d need to talk to a lot 
of people in the community and find out where the need really is and then does 
the need pencil out in black and white.
Another school board member (GSB3) agreed that they should have all of the 
information before making any decision: “Our role would be to make sure that we have 
all of the facts and making the appropriate decision.” A third school board member 
(GSB1) summarized, “Our role as a board, as a group, it would be a make or break. We 
are the actual people that would decide. . . .  Trying it, I guess, isn’t as bad as maybe never 
trying it.”
Teachers
Five school board members agreed that the teachers should be included during the 
prekindergarten initiation process. One school board member (GSB6) clarified the 
importance of involving the teaching staff during the prekindergarten initiation stage, 
particularly those teachers in the primary grades:
I think drawing on our teachers and their information, especially those primary 
grades, where they know what’s missing and what’s not. They’d be a valuable 
source.. . .  The school board would have the final say but I think if you draw 
heavily on your administration and your faculty, they’re a wealth of information.
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One teacher (GT2) remarked that she would be part of any committee formed to 
study the need for a prekindergarten program:
I guess it would be a need to be on the committee, to find the information, to 
present a part of the forum, to talk with people, to talk with parents. That would 
probably be the biggest thing, knowing where my curriculum is at, where my 
needs are that are not being met before they get here.
Parents
Seventeen of the 30 parents who completed the survey agreed with the school 
board members that they should be involved in the prekindergarten program initiation. 
One parent commented, “They [parents] are a building block for children. They [parents] 
need to step up and help them.” Parents listed several involvement strategies: (a) support 
the school financially, (b) vocalize support to the school and others, (c) enroll their 
children in the prekindergarten, (d) volunteer, (e) work with the prekindergarten teacher 
on developing a curriculum, and (f) supply snacks and supplies. One parent even wrote, 
“If they [parents] want the preschool, they need to light for it.”
On the other hand, eight parents responded that they did not believe they should 
have a role in the initiation of the prekindergarten program. Two parents commented that 
they should not have a role if other preschool alternati ves or private preschools were 
available. Two other parents indicated that the school was responsible to provide the 
prekindergarten without the assistance of parents. One parent wrote, “I think this is the 
school’s decision and responsibility, not the parents, especially if its tax funded!” 
Another specified that it was the parents’ job to prepare their children for school: 
“Parents need, to parent and not let the state decide what is best for their child.”
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Other Community Stakeholders
Every school board member and both school administrators indicated that they 
would communicate with community patrons about their perceived need for the 
prekindergarten. One teacher (GT2) suggested forming a committee to research the costs 
and needs for initiating a prekindergarten program:
I think you would have to have a committee of people that are interested in doing 
this [initiating a prekindergarten program], a group of people that sit down and 
research the viability of it in a small community. They would find what the 
curriculum needs are, what your financial needs would be, what the material 
needs would be to open and start a pre-k. . . .  Put together a panel or a committee, 
or group of people to research and bring that information. If you’re talking about 
putting it in the school system, then your next step to me would be to present it to 
the school board, get the board’s permission. If the board is for it, I think you 
have to present it to your community in a forum type setting where you can 
answer questions.
Key Stakeholders ’ Role in Prekindergarten Implementation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified 
the following key stakeholders who would play an active role in the prekindergarten’s 
implementation within Gateway Public School: (a) superintendent, (b) elementary 
principal, (c) school board members, (d) teachers, and (e) other community stakeholders. 
School Administration
If Gateway Public School approved the implementation of a prekindergarten 
program, the superintendent and elementary principal both acknowledged their need to
260
participate in the implementation process. If the school administration entered into any 
collaborative agreements with the community preschool, the superintendent stressed his 
need to have some control over the teaching staff hired to ensure they complete their job 
responsibilities: “I definitely want to be part of who’s going to be on board in terms of 
employees.”
The elementary principal recognized her own need for involvement with the 
prekindergarten implementation: “If you are going to bring it [prekindergarten] into the 
school, it is going to have to be under someone else’s umbrella and it would make more 
sense to go under mine.” Four school board members and two teachers stated their beliefs 
that the elementary principal should be involved with the prekindergarten implementation 
process. One school board member (GSB1) explained, “I would say our elementary 
principal would be in charge of that, because if they’re in our school and under our 
direction, then they would definitely be under our authority.”
School Board
During the prekindergarten program implementation phase, the school board 
viewed their role as approving the funding and teacher hired. One school board member 
(GSB4) noted that the school board would “approve the funding, approve the teacher.”
He further clarified, “The school board does not get into the administration business.” 
Another school board member (GSB5) expressed his interest in receiving some 
implementation details related to scheduling, teacher qualifications, and curriculum.
Some of the questions he wanted answered included :
Whether it was going to be full time, part time? Are they planning on having a 
certified teacher or what do they plan to use for staff? Where are we going to have
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it? At this point, if we have taken the steps, a little further down the road they 
[school administrators] come and tell us what the curriculum is going to be. 
Otherwise, this board member acknowledged his confidence in Gateway Public School’s 
administration and teachers: “If we decided that was what we are going to do, I have 
confidence in the administration and the teachers. They will do it fine.”
None of the school board members expressed concerns about the additional 
responsibility the prekindergarten might add to their existing workload. One school board 
member (GSB2) remarked, “One more teacher, I don’t think it’s a big deal.” Another 
school board member (GSB5) reflected that the prekindergarten might add “maybe 
another 20 minutes to an hour at a meeting, but we are used to that.”
Teachers
Every teacher indicated an interest with being involved during the prekindergarten 
implementation phase. Notably, every teacher recommended that the kindergarten 
teachers be most closely involved due to their insight and experience with early 
education. One teacher (GT1) advised, “You would have to have people that are already 
working in the preschool environment.. . .  The kindergarten teacher needs to be in there.” 
Another teacher (GT3) advocated that the kindergarten teachers could provide guidance 
surrounding curriculum issues. She affirmed that the “kindergarten teachers will be the 
ones to go to get the help with what to work, on.”
A school board member (GSB2) suggested the involvement of the kindergarten 
and first grade teachers: “I would imagine the kindergarten and first grade teachers would 
have more input on it than a lot of us because it’s their business. They know what the 
kids need.”
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The teachers described a continuum of involvement strategies from serving on an 
implementation committee to vocalizing support. One teacher (GT3) remarked that they 
could vocalize their support of the prekindergarten program to prospective families who 
might enroll their preschool children:
I think that the rest of us would have to support it and talk it up. All I think of is 
that to encourage young people, you make it sound like it is something that would 
be good for the kids to participate in and it would be exciting.
This teacher also suggested forming a committee of various stakeholders to 
oversee the first year of the prekindergarten implementation:
Maybe some type of team group formed to organize. It might involve maybe 
teachers, community people, school board to kind of feel it out and see how it is 
going to work that year and get input from the community.
A second teacher (GT4) also endorsed the use of an implementation committee: 
“It would be fun to be on the [prekindergarten implementation] committee especially 
because I’m seeing that need more and more.”
Community Stakeholders
The superintendent, elementary principal, two school board members, and two 
teachers named specific stakeholders they felt should be included with the 
prekindergarten implementation. One school board member (GSB5) thought the local 
social services agency should be involved: “I think that we would be looking for input 
from social services.”
Another board member (GSB3) recommended involving the special education 
director:
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I fully don’t understand the community preschool but because of the needs there I 
think that there are other agencies involved with that and the funding that goes 
with it. The special education director has involvement with that. I don’t know if 
that young of age you identify things like that but I think if there were special 
needs at that age, we would involve his department’s services.
The superintendent and elementary principal suggested that the community 
preschool’s board be engaged in a discussion regarding prekindergarten implementation. 
The elementary principal remarked, “We may have to work with board members from the 
community preschool. They were a preschool initially.” The superintendent reported that 
the community preschool has remained a separate entity despite enrolling the school 
district’s preschool children receiving special education:
We have what’s called the community preschool. That sits on our campus and 
technically we own i t . . . .  We do service some of the students over there and we 
do have a responsibility. There’s kids over there that have IEP.. . .  They’re a 
stand-alone. We need to break those barriers. But I don’t know if we really know 
how to do that. We need some assistance with that.. . .  We’ve had informal talks 
on various things, but to really sit down and say, “Okay, let’s get after this thing 
and how can we really mold this thing into where we want it to go?” That has to 
transpire.
Two teachers advocated for the involvement of the private preschool teacher. One 
teacher (GT4) commented, “I’m thinking about [private preschool teacher]. . .  It would 
be fun to have her input too so we’re not pushing her out the door but she’s more 
included with what she’s doing.” The second teacher (GT3) suggested involving day care
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and preschool staff on the prekindergarten implementation committee: “You have people 
in your community that are involved with day care and preschool settings anyway. If 
those kinds of people could form on the team and I think that would work the best.”
Key Stakeholders ’ Role in Prekindergarten Continuation 
An analysis of the data obtained from the interviews and parent surveys identified 
the following key stakeholders who would play an active role in the prekindergarten’s 
continuation within Gateway Public School: (a) elementary principal, (b) school board 
members, (c) teachers, and (d) parents.
Elementary Principal
First, the elementary principal noted that she would need to conduct evaluations 
on the prekindergarten teachers: “I would be doing evaluations on the teachers. You 
wouldn’t just throw the teacher in the classroom. If there were problems, you would be 
able to step in and correct those.”
School Board
One school board member (GSB6) emphasized the need to continue 
communication with the community, staff, and administration following the 
prekindergarten implementation to determine the effectiveness of the program. This 
school board member indicated that a long-term commitment would be needed to 
evaluate the prekindergarten program fairly:
If it is something that we look at that we need to do, we would need to look at it 
as a five-year project. It would have to be looked at as a long-term investment 
rather than try it for a year and it it goes, fine; if it doesn’t, fine.
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Teachers
After the implementation of the prekindergarten in Gateway Public School, three 
teachers suggested they could collaborate with the prekindergarten teacher by discussing 
curriculum ideas, sharing materials and ideas, and planning joint classroom activities.
One teacher (GT4) named individuals she felt would be most helpful to the 
prekindergarten teacher: “I think of those four people [kindergarten teachers, Title I 
teacher, community preschool teacher] and of course our administration.”
The second teacher (GT2) agreed that the teaching staff could assist the 
prekindergarten teacher: “Support for the [prekindergarten] teacher that’s there in all 
ways from curriculum to just someone to bounce ideas off of. We have got to share, share 
ideas of what works and what doesn’t work, the materials that we have.”
The third teacher (GT3) remarked that she would invite the prekindergartners into 
her classroom:
I think once it got started, just to support the teacher and help her out in any way 
that you could. Invite the group to visit your classroom or make arrangements for 
your class to read to those kids and boost their excitement for school.
Parents
Finally, 16 of the 30 parents completing the survey indicated they would have a 
role in continuing the prekindergarten. Seven parents responded that they would utilize 
the preschool by enrolling and sending their preschool aged children. Four parents 
indicated their willingness to assist with the funding of the preschool and five others 
offered to support the preschool by volunteering in various capacities. However, one 
parent stated, “Education should be funded through the school.”
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Three parents conditioned their willingness to be involved on whether private 
preschools were available: “I would volunteer or take time to help, but if it was a constant 
struggle to keep it operating I would not want to do it. We do have private preschool and 
I am happy to pay for that.”
In contrast, eight parents indicated their beliefs that parents should not have any 
responsibility for the continual operation of the preschool. One parent stated, “This 
should be the school’s job, not the parents’. We have enough on our plates already let 
alone taking care of preschool programs!”
Summary
If Gateway Public School would implement a prekindergarten, most of the key 
stakeholders would be involved throughout all three phases of program adoption. Their 
responsibilities would change somewhat from one phase to the next. Each stakeholder 
group discussed the importance of communicating with one another and the community 
patrons throughout the three phases of program adoption. Table 13 provides a summary
of key stakeholder involvement during each phase.
• V T •
Stakeholder Roles During Prekindergarten Initiation
During the initiation stage, the school board members indicated that they would 
rely on the superintendent and elementary principal to research the feasibility of a 
prekindergarten and share that information with them. The school board members 
explained how they would communicate with the teaching staff to draw on their 
expertise, and how they would utilize informal encounter as well as public forums with 
their community patrons to both present and gather information. Once they had gathered
‘u"rT;- ..‘i’.*'
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Table 13. Key Stakeholders That Could Have a Role in the Prekindergarten Initiation, 
Implementation, and Continuation at Gateway Public School (n=42).
Stakeholders That 
Could Be Involved 
With Initiation
Stakeholders That Could 
Be Involved With 
Implementation
Stakeholders That Could 
Be Involved With 
Continuation
Superintendent Superintendent
Elementary Principal Elementary Principal Elementary Principal
School Board Members School Board Members School Board Members
Teachers Teachers Teachers
Community Stakeholders Community Stakeholders
Parents Parents
information from the school administrators, teaching staff, and their patrons, the school 
board members noted that they would make the final decision based on need, community 
support, and funding availability. Three teachers recommended forming committees to 
research and present information to the parents and the public and two teachers 
volunteered to participate on such a committee.
Approximately 75% of the parents who responded to the survey verbalized their 
willingness to be involved with the initiation of a prekindergarten program. They 
suggested a variety of activities that would support the initiation of prekindergarten. 
These activities encompassed vocalizing their support, enrolling their preschool child, 
volunteering, financing the prekindergarten, and providing snacks. Eight parents who 
responded to the survey did not believe they should have a role with initiating the
268
prekindergarten program. One parent noted that the school should take the responsibility 
while another parent remarked that parents should prepare their child for school. 
Stakeholder Roles During Prekindergarten Implementation
During the prekindergarten implementation stage, the superintendent and 
elementary principal acknowledged their involvement. While the superintendent 
indicated his responsibility for hiring the staff, the elementary principal admitted her 
responsibility for supervising and monitoring the prekindergarten. The majority of school 
board members agreed the elementary principal would administer and supervise the 
prekindergarten.
On the other hand, the school board members saw themselves as being relatively 
uninvolved once they had made the final decision to implement the prekindergarten 
program. The school board members commented they would approve the funding and the 
hiring of the prekindergarten teacher. Only one school board member indicated his 
interest in attaining more specific details related to scheduling, teacher qualifications, and 
curriculum. None of the school board members noted any concerns regarding an 
additional workload from implementing a prekindergarten.
Every teacher specified an interest with being involved during prekindergarten 
implementation. While most agreed that the kindergarten teachers should be directly 
involved, the teachers suggested forming a committee to assist with the implementation 
process. These teachers recommended that this committee’s members include teachers, 
school board members, and community patrons. The school administrators, school board 
members, and teachers also proposed obtaining input from the social services staff,
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special education director, community preschool’s board of directors, and the private 
preschool teacher.
Stakeholder Roles During Prekindergarten Continuation
While the elementary principal acknowledged her role with ongoing supervision 
of the prekindergarten teaching staff, the school board members and teachers identified 
their respective roles with the continuation of the prekindergarten. Following the 
prekindergarten implementation stage, one school board member emphasized the need to 
remain in contact with the administration, staff, and community to monitor the 
effectiveness of the prekindergarten. This same board member recommended that the 
school board make a long-tenn commitment to the prekindergarten in order to evaluate 
its effectiveness.
The teachers highlighted their role of providing support for the prekindergarten 
teacher through curriculum discussions as well as sharing materials and ideas. Finally, 
seven parents who responded to the survey indicated their primary role in the 
prekindergarten continuation would be enrolling their preschool children in the 
prekindergarten. Four parents noted their willingness to provide financial support for the 
prekindergarten and five other parents offered to volunteer. Eight parents responding to 
the survey stated they should have no responsibility for the prekindergarten’s 
continuation.
Research Question Three: What effects did key stakeholders report regarding the 
voluntary implementation of a prekindergarten program within a public school setting 
located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund prekindergarten programs?
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Effects That Could Result From Prekindergarten Implementation 
As the Gateway Public School district did not have a prekindergarten program 
located within its public school setting, the stakeholders discussed both the effects of not 
having a prekindergarten as well as the effects that might result from the implementation 
of a prekindergarten within the school setting. The school administrators, teachers, school 
board members, and parents from Gateway Public School reported four possible effects 
that might result from implementing a prekindergarten within their public school setting: 
(a) increased preschool accessibility, (b) enhanced collaboration between kindergarten 
and prekindergarten teachers, (c) improved kindergarten readiness skills, and (d) 
expanded opportunities for early intervention.
Increased Preschool Accessibility
One kindergarten teacher noted that approximately 30% of the children she taught 
during the 2007-2008 school year had not attended a preschool program. One school 
board member (GSB3) emphasized the importance of researching the reasons some 
families have not sent their children to preschool. He questioned how one would 
encourage families of children with the greatest need for prekindergarten to send their 
children:
We have a lot to learn researching out the preschool environment about the ones 
that cannot afford it. Are you going to hit that group where the home situation is 
not the best? Are they going to take advantage of this or since it is not mandatory 
to what extent will they utilize it and is that going to help that group?
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Enhanced Collaboration Between Kindergarten 
and Prekindergarten Teachers
The principal and one kindergarten teacher discussed at length the importance of 
the kindergarten and prekindergarten teachers collaborating with one another. Both the 
elementary principal and the kindergarten teacher acknowledged their relationship with 
the community preschool teacher had worked well during the past years and had allowed 
them to communicate about kindergarten transitions and the preschoolers’ readiness for 
kindergarten. The elementary principal reported,
The [community] preschool teachers we have had in the past and even the one 
that we have now are very good about communicating with the kindergarten 
teachers.. . .  We are very good about sharing information about this is what this 
child will need or this child would do better in the morning or better in the 
afternoon class. She [community preschool teacher] is very good too about 
sharing information with us and she is very good about visiting with the parents, 
trying to steer them to making the right decision [related to kindergarten 
enrollment].
The kindergarten teacher agreed that she had more communication with the 
community preschool teacher than with the private preschool teacher:
'
I have more communication with the community preschool and I am developing
better communication with the other preschool teacher. We [community preschool
■
teacher and I] do a lot more. Part of the reason is because three years ago, I was a 
teacher at the community preschool and I am familiar with their program.
This kindergarten teacher noted that locating the prekindergarten in the Gateway 
Public School would promote opportunities for networking and collaborating on 
curriculum:
I think if it [prekindergarten] were a part of the school system, we teachers could 
discuss the programs used and all be on the same page.. . .  I think that the pre-k 
teacher wouldn’t feel alone out there. Even if a pre-k teacher and a kindergarten 
teacher went to a convention, the networking that you can get just from those.
You have to network with other teachers. Sometimes I think that those that are out 
there on their own don’t get to talk over ideas or problems with others in the same 
program and I think that’s important.
Improved Kindergarten Readiness Skills
Without a prekindergarten program within their public school, the school board 
members and teachers described the effects the private and community preschools have 
had on kindergarten readiness skills. A school board member (GSB2) remarked that the 
kindergarten teacher had shared her observations regarding the differences in school 
readiness development between those who had attended preschool and those who had 
not:
I know the kindergarten teacher has said that she can definitely tell the kids that 
have went to preschool and the ones that haven’t. They already know everything 
they need to know for kindergarten. They’re ready to read, and the other kids 
don’t even know their alphabet. So I know that there is a difference.
One teacher (GT4) shared her observations of the effects preschool attendance has 
had on readiness skill development for children in kindergarten and first grade:
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She [kindergarten teacher] had some kids that did not have day care, that did not 
have preschool, did not have community preschool and some did. Some are 
reading when they come to her. Some can’t sit still at all and so I think she’s 
[kindergarten teacher] really seeing it and wishing she had more time. . . .  The 
first graders that I had that are low, haven’t had preschool. . .  I just think they 
needed to be in something ..  . being read to, learning some of the early skills 
early on.
A second teacher (GT1) noted the differences between children who had attended 
a preschool and those who had not. She observed differences in both academic and social 
skill development:
I’ve only been teaching for a year but in my experience I can see you can really 
tell the difference with the kids who have had a prekindergarten and the kids who 
have not.. . .  I’ve noticed the social interaction along with the letter recognition, 
verbalization. You can see that they are either ready or not ready according to 
what they’ve had if they’ve been to preschool or prekindergarten or anything like 
that.
A third teacher (GT2) reflected on her own experiences teaching preschool and 
the positive impact prekindergarten had on kindergarten readiness:
I taught a pre-k program and we did the entire alphabet, all of the numbers, all of 
the same general things that I have done this year but on a lighter level. It was 
more of an introductory, and I feel that children take what they need at that point 
and they use it. Then when they get into kindergarten, their curriculum goals are 
increased. With a pre-k program, you can build lightly to strengthen all those
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needs. It’s a building block, that’s what we all do anyway, and we’re just adding 
the next level.
Appreciative of what the community and private preschools have done to prepare 
children for kindergarten, this teacher (GT2) continued,
I think we need a more regulated, more controlled pre-k. I think that we have 
some wonderful programs but we have no say over [the curriculum].. . .  I wish 
there was more structure to what is being done in the pre-k program for some of 
the needs.
Finally, parents from Gateway Public School District who responded to the 
survey indicated that sending their children to preschool prepared them for kindergarten 
academically and socially:
• I believe it prepared him for kindergarten both academically and socially.
• I believe it prepared socially, mentally and physically. It has helped her
develop skills that she will need to use in further schooling beyond preschool.
*
• Better prepared for kindergarten by learning group behavioral skills, dexterity 
skills, letter and number recognition, etc.
• They have a better social behavior. Letters, shapes, numbers are more familiar 
to them when starting school.
Expanded Opportunities for Early Intervention
One school board member (GSB4) and one teacher (GT2) suggested that 
implementing a prekindergarten within the school setting could help identify those 
children with learning problems who would benefit from early intervention. This school
board member noted that if the prekindergarten was in the school setting, parents might
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There are a lot of kids that go into kindergarten that are never screened.. . .  We 
have what is called a community preschool over here. A lot of people think that 
that is for retarded kids but it is not. That is where you get in with that [special 
education] services. But it has a stigma about it, where parents won’t put their 
kids in it. Now if you did this [prekindergarten], it would help catch [learning 
problems] earlier. Then you can help them early and start developing the program 
for them earlier.
One teacher (GT2) agreed the prekindergarten could provide early intervention 
for children with potential learning problems: “Prekindergarten would be a useful early 
intervention tool. I believe a child who struggles would benefit.”
Summary
The school administrators, teachers, school board members, and parents from 
Gateway Public School reported four major effects that might result from implementing a 
prekindergarten within their public school setting: (a) universal preschool accessibility,
(b) enhanced communication between kindergarten and prekindergarten teachers,
(c) advanced levels of kindergarten preparation, and (d) expanded opportunities for early 
intervention. Table 14 provides a summary of the prekindergarten program’s possible 
effects.
While the majority of children had attended a preschool prior to kindergarten 
enrollment, the kindergarten teacher noted that approximately 20% to 30% of the
be more inclined to enroll their preschool child who needed extra help in the school
setting rather than the community preschool setting:
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Table 14. Effects That Could Result From Prekindergarten Implementation at Gateway
Public School (n=42).
Effects That Could Result From Prekindergarten Implementation 
Increased Preschool Accessibility
Enhanced Collaboration Between Prekindergarten and Kindergarten Teachers 
Improved Kindergarten Readiness Skills 
Expanded Opportunities for Early Intervention
children enrolled in kindergarten over the past two years have not attended a preschool. 
Of those attending preschool, the largest majority, 74%, had attended a private fee-based 
preschool program while only 15% o f the children had enrolled at the free community 
based preschool. Most stakeholders indicated that the community preschool still carried 
the stigma of serving mentally retarded children. An even smaller percentage, 11%, had 
enrolled in the home-based Head Start program available in the area.
One school board member (GSB3) noted that the school administration would 
need to research the reasons families did not send their children to preschool. Three 
parents who did not send their children to preschool listed the following reasons: parent 
choice, transportation, and work schedules. Six parents commented that a public school 
prekindergarten would facilitate universal accessibility.
Even though the elementary principal and kindergarten teacher reported good 
communication with the community preschool teacher and improving communication 
with the private preschool teacher, the kindergarten teacher indicated that implementing a
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prekindergarten within the school would provide more opportunities for the kindergarten 
and prekindergarten teachers to network and collaborate on curriculum.
Without a public prekindergarten within the school setting, school board members 
and teachers alike commented on the positive effects that the available preschools and 
Head Start program had on kindergarten readiness skills. In fact, school board members 
and teachers shared their observations of the differences in kindergarten readiness skills 
between those who had attended a preschool and those who had not. Parents responding 
to the survey also indicated the school readiness skills their child learned at preschool 
prepared them for kindergarten.
One school board member (GSB4) and one teacher (GT2) discussed the positive 
impact that a public school prekindergarten might have on early identification and 
intervention for preschool children with learning problems. While the community 
preschool served preschool children with disabilities, many of the interviewees remarked 
that several parents would not send their children to the community preschool due to the 
stigma attached with serving children with mental retardation.
Without a prekindergarten program located within the public school setting, 
parents have relied primarily on the private preschools available within the community. 
One teacher (GT2) commented, “We are so fortunate to have the preschools that we have 
in this community.” While 6 of the 30 parents responding to the survey indicated their 
satisfaction with the private preschool option, approximately 30% of children who 
entered the Gateway Public School kindergarten class in 2007 had not attended a 
preschool.
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The superintendent offered his final analysis of the benefits resulting from public 
school prekindergarten:
Anytime you’re part of it and you have ownership in it, you have the opportunity 
to know what’s going on. When they’re out kind of stand-alone . . .  they run their 
own program. I’ve experienced that for the majority of my career here. They’ve 
[preschools] always been outside. Some of them still are very, very impressive, 
but if you could build the perfect model, if you could build one together, you 
would all be on the same page and that’s the goal I guess.
Table 15 provides a summary of the data collected from Gateway Public School. 
This table provides a visual summary of the data that answers each research question:
(a) factors that support or hinder the prekindergarten’s initiation, implementation, and 
continuation; (b) key stakeholders involved in each phase; and (c) effects resulting from 
implementing a preschool program.
Chapter IV described categories identified from the data collected at both school 
sites. These data included (a) factors that supported or impeded voluntary initiation, 
implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program within two public school 
settings; (b) the role of key stakeholders; and (c) the effects resulting from the 
implementation or lack of implementation of a prekindergarten program.
Chapter V compares and contrasts the categories identified in each case to the 
findings of other studies investigating (a) state-funded prekindergarten program 
implementation and (b) the change process model as it relates to the implementation of 
new programs within the school setting. This chapter provides the summary, conclusions,
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Table 15. Summary of Gateway Public School Data (n=42).
Factors That Could Affect Initiation 
Kindergarten Preparation 
Challenging State Standards & 
Kindergarten Curriculum 
Changing Family Structures 
Universal Accessibility
Factors That Could Flinder Initiation 
State Funding 
Parent Choice 
Parent Responsibility 
Early Childhood Perceptions 
Community & Private Preschools
Factors That Could Support 
Implementation
Qualified Prekindergarten Teacher 
Collaboration With Kindergarten and 
Primary Teachers 
Implementation Guidelines 
Collaboration With Community 
Agencies and Private & Community 
Preschools
Factors That Could Hinder Implementation
Transportation 
Facility Space
Factors That Could Support Continuation 
Integration Into School Structure 
Positive Evaluation Outcomes
Factors That Could Hinder Continuation 
Funding
Low Enrollment Numbers 
Qualified Prekindergarten Teacher
Stakeholders That Could Be 
Involved With Initiation 
Superintendent 
Elementary Principal 
School Board Members
Teachers
Community Stakeholders 
Parents
Stakeholders That Could 
Be Involved With 
Implementation 
Superintendent 
Elementary Principal 
School Board 
Members 
Teachers 
Community 
Stakeholders
Stakeholders That Could Be 
Involved With Continuation
Elementary Principal 
School Board Members
Teachers
Parents
Effects That Could Result From Prekindergarten Implementation 
Increased Preschool Accessibility
Enhanced Collaboration Between Prekindergarten and Kindergarten Teachers 
Improved Kindergarten Readiness Skills 
Expanded Opportunities for Early Intervention
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and discussion of the study including recommendations for implementing a 
prekindergarten in public school districts located in states without state-funded 
prekindergarten.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this comparative case study was to develop a prekindergarten 
implementation model for public school districts located in states without state-funded 
prekindergarten by identifying factors that supported or impeded voluntary 
implementation of a prekindergarten program within two public school districts in a rural 
Midwestern state. This study utilized comparative case study methods to investigav 
prekindergarten program implementation within two public school districts from the 
perspective of those involved. These two public school districts differed on a key 
characteristic, the presence or absence of a public prekindergarten program. Interviews 
with the school superintendents; elementary principals; preschool, kindergarten, and first 
grade teachers; as well as parent surveys of prekindergartners, kindergartners, and first 
graders provided the richest data sources. A review of school-related and secondary 
documents supported and confirmed the information generated from the interviews. 
These school-related documents included school board agendas and minutes, school 
policies, school newsletters, parent handbooks, preschool lessons plans, and preschool 
registration packets. The secondary documents encompassed state preschool licensing 
requirements, preschool and prekindergarten references in this state’s century code, 
preschool and prekindergarten resolutions from the past state legislative session, and 
other state government documents concerning preschool or prekindergarten
implementation. Finally, an observation of the pteschool classroom located within Hart 
Public School offered additional evidence of the factors that supported the 
implementation of the prekindergarten program within the public school setting. While 
both cases shared a few factors affecting program initiation, implementation and 
continuation, the differences in factors identified warrant discussion of each case first 
singularly and then comparatively. This chapter summarizes the findings from Chapter 
IV, provides a comparative analysis of the identified factors affecting program adoption, 
and presents recommendations for prekindergarten implementation as framed by the 
change process model.
Summary of Key Findings
Research Question One: What factors support or impede the voluntary initiation, 
implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program within a public school 
setting located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund prekindergarten programs?
Factors That Supported Preschool Initiation at Hart Public School
Kindergarten preparation, a challenging kindergarten curriculum, administrative 
and school board support, the closing of a local private preschool, and the large numbers 
of working parents facilitated the initiation of a voluntary preschool program in the Hart 
Public School. The Hart Public School superintendent, principal, and several school 
board members noted that prior to the implementation of the preschool program, some 
students, particularly those who did not attend the local private preschool, were entering 
kindergarten without the necessary readiness skills.
Several researchers have found a significant percentage of students entering 
kindergarten during the past decade without the necessary school readiness skills
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(Espinosa et al., 1997; Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000). In particular, students from low 
socioeconomic families were most at risk for low school achievement (Barbarin et al., 
2006; Chemoffet al., 2007; Lee & Burkham, 2002; Zill & Collins, 1995; Zill & West, 
2001). Over 30° *. of the students attending Hart Public School qualified for free or 
reduced lunch during the 2005-2006 school year, placing almost one third of the 
incoming kindergarten class at risk for poor school achievement.
Initiating a preschool program had the support of the superintendent, principal, 
and school board members at Hart Public School. The interviewees named the 
elementary principal as the individual most instrumental to getting the preschool 
approved by the school board. She initially proposed the implementation of a preschool 
to better prepare students for kindergarten. Change process researchers (Berman & 
McLaughlin, 1978; Fullan, 2001; Hubennan & Miles, 1984) have found central 
administration support critical to initiating a new program although principals were rarely 
involved during the initiation process.
The closing of the local private preschool initially pressured the school 
administration to implement a preschool program. Combined with the increasing 
numbers of working parents and the high curriculum standards resulting from the NCLB 
Act, the school administration determined they would need to implement a preschool 
within the school setting to prepare children for kindergarten. In the absence of state or 
federal funds to implement a preschool program, the Hart Public School administration 
adopted a problem solving approach and formulated the’” own solution to these local and 
federal pressures. Berman and McLaughlin (1979), Fullan (2001), and Huberman and 
Miles (1984) found that major changes within a community often pressured a school
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district to initiate change. When a school district adopted a problem solving approach, the 
change or innovation was more likely to receive broad based support.
Factors That Could Support Prekindergarten 
Initiation at Gateway Public School
Even though Gateway Public School district had not implemented a 
prekindergarten program, the study participants cited two of the same factors named by 
the Hart Public School district participants that would support prekindergarten initiation: 
(a) kindergarten preparation and (b) challenging state standards and curriculum. The 
Gateway participants also identified changing family structures and universal 
accessibility as factors promoting voluntary initiation of a prekindergarten within their 
school district. Demographic changes within a community as well as state and national 
education policy changes can serve as catalysts for change: however, without central 
administration advocacy and support, significant and sustained change rarely takes place 
(Berman & McLaughlin, 1978; Fullan, 2001; Huberman & Miles, 1984). Other factors 
critical to program initiation that were not present at Gateway included (a) state and 
federal support, (b) state prekindergarten guidelines, (c) funding, and (d) central 
administration and teacher advocacy for prekindergarten.
Both the interviewees and the surveyed parents stressed that a prekindergarten 
program could develop a child’s academic as well as social skills. This emphasis on both 
social and academic skills reflected the National Education Goals Panel (1991) 
multi-dimensional definition of school readiness. These stakeholders commented that 
prekindergarten was becoming necessary to prepare students for the challenging state 
standards and curriculum that have resulted from the NCLB Act.
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Several interviewees attributed the increased numbers of working parents and 
single parent families to changing family structures. Gateway Pubic School district was 
located in a county that has led the state with the highest percentage of working mothers 
with preschool aged children. With such a high percentage of working mothers, most 
preschool children within the community have spent most of their day in childcare 
outside of their home environment. None of the interviewees held childcare providers 
accountable for kindergarten skill development but stressed that parents had less time and 
energy to prepare their children for kindergarten. These demographic changes have 
forced parents to seek preschool services from community or private preschools. Given 
the availability of high quality preschools within the community, parents have not 
pressured the school district to implement a prekindergarten program although over 60% 
of the parents responding to the survey favored the public school providing 
prekindergarten services.
Finally, the Gateway participants noted that a public school prekindergarten could 
provide every child living in the school district access to prekindergarten. The 
kindergarten teacher shared that approximately one third of the incoming 2007 
kindergarten class had not attended preschool. Several interviewees expressed concerns 
that the fees charged by the private preschool and the special education stigma of the 
community preschool kept some families from accessing preschool for their children.
Factor That Hindered Preschool Initiation at Hart Public School 
The Hart Public School administrators and school board members cited the lack 
of state funding as the only factor that hindered the preschool program initiation within 
their school district. Berman and McLaughlin (1978) and Huberman and Miles (1984)
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found that funding allowed school districts to initiate activities that they could not 
support with district funds; however, funding alone did not assure successful program 
implementation. Without state or federal funding sources, the school administration 
decided to charge parents a fee to send their children to preschool. Hart Public School 
district also received foundation aid payments as well as tuition costs for preschoolers 
with disabilities who attended their preschool.
Factors That Could Hinder Prekindergarten Initiation 
at Gateway Public School
Besides the lack of funding, the stakeholders at Gateway Public School identified 
parent choice, parent responsibility, perceptions of early childhood education, and an 
established system of community and private preschools as factors hindering 
prekindergarten initiation. These factors stemmed primarily from community 
demographics, attitudes, and beliefs. Fullan (2001) found that these factors have the 
potential to pressure school administrators to take action, to oppose a proposed action, or 
to support status quo.
While the school district enjoyed a healthy financial status, the school 
administrators, several school board members, and teachers expressed their concerns 
about implementing a prekindergarten program without any state or federal funding. 
Some school board members, teachers, and parents cautioned that prekindergarten should 
remain an optional program leaving parents to decide whether to enroll their children. 
Over half of the parents responding to the survey specified that the school and parent 
were responsible for school readiness while the remaining parents indicated that the 
responsibility for school readiness belonged solely to the parent. The elementary
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principal conveyed her concern that parents expected the school to take on more of what 
used to be parents’ responsibilities. While 6 of the 30 parents surveyed indicated their 
satisfaction with the current system of private and community preschools, 18 parents 
supported free public school prekindergarten. Parents cited school readiness, qualified 
teachers, and transportation for rural families as possible benefits of a public school 
prekindergarten.
The stakeholders’ differing perceptions of early childhood education presented 
another barrier to prekindergarten initiation. The elementary principal and several school 
board members verbalized their concerns that the community would view the
prekindergarten program as a babysitting service for working parents. Several
>
stakeholders expressed their beliefs that prekindergarten would interfere with a 
preschooler’s right to be a child. Finally, the Gateway Public School interviewees 
cautioned that those administering the existing private and community preschool 
programs within the community might view the school as competing for their livelihood.
Factors That Supported Preschool Implementation 
at Hart Public School
Community collaborations; broad based support from administration, school 
board, and parents; space availability; and a qualified preschool teacher facilitated the 
implementation of a voluntary preschool program in the Hart Public School district. In a 
case study of Jersey City’s state-mandated prekindergarten implementation, Galban 
(1996) also found that district support and collaboration with community agencies 
supported prekindergarten implementation. In her study, Galban identified four additional 
factors supporting prekindergarten implementation that were not present at Hart Public
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School: (a) adequate funding, (b) state support, (c) successful staff development, and 
(d) parent involvement.
In the change process model (Fullan, 2001), local factors interact with external 
factors as well as the characteristics of the change to support program implementation. 
The local factors supporting the preschool implementation at Hart Public School were 
strong enough to outweigh the lack of federal or state support. In the absence of state or 
federal implementation guidelines, funding, and support, Hart Public School 
administration designed a preschool program that met their own implementation needs 
regarding quality and practicality. A study of state-funded prekindergarten in New York 
(Birmingham, 1990) also found that local school administrators wanted to implement 
state-funded preschool programs that met their local community needs and to provide 
input to the state policy makers regarding the development and implementation of these 
programs at the local level.
Community collaborations with the regional special education director, local 
childcare providers, and the county social services agency promoted local support for the 
implementation of the preschool program. The superintendent, elementary principal, and 
school board members were united in their support of the preschool program during the 
implementation phase. Without being involved in the adoption decision, the kindergarten 
and first grade teachers initially adopted a wait and see attitude. Once the school 
administration proceeded with the implementation of the preschool program, the teachers 
offered their assistance and began to collaborate with the preschool teacher. 
Approximately half of the parents with eligible 4-year-olds demonstrated their support by 
enrolling their child in the preschool during its first year of implementation.
289
Space availability within the elementary school was not a problem due to the 
declining enrollment. A qualified and competent preschool teacher was available within 
the community and greatly contributed to the successful implementation of the preschool 
program. This preschool teacher possessed a Bachelor’s degree in child development. In 
this state, this degree qualified an individual to teach in a preschool licensed by the 
Department of Human Services. Recently, the Department of Public Instruction has 
outlined requirements for preschool teachers in Title I preschool programs. The state 
licensure requirement for those preschool teachers has included a birth to third grade 
teaching credential. In the absence of state guidelines for prekindergarten, state higher 
education institutions have graduated teachers eligible to teach in a preschool licensed 
under the requirements set by the state’s Department of Human Services; however, those 
same graduates are not considered qualified to teach in a public school Title I preschool.
Factors That Could Support Prekindergarten 
Implementation at Gateway Public School
Collaborations with the existing primary teachers, other community agencies 
including the private and community preschools, guidelines for implementation, and the 
availability of a prekindergarten teacher could support the implementation of a 
prekindergarten program at Gateway Public School. Some school board members and 
teachers stressed the importance of gaining input from the kindergarten through third 
grade teachers throughout the prekindergarten implementation process while keeping 
them well informed. Effective models of change process have involved the community 
and teachers in the implementation process and have provided clearly stated guidelines
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for implementation (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978, Fullan, 2001; Huberman & Miles, 
1984).
The superintendent, one school board member, and one teacher suggested that 
collaboration with the community preschool could result in a prekindergarten program 
for Gateway Public School District. Another important community collaboration 
identified was the regional special education director. The superintendent reported that 
the special education director had been instrumental in suggesting a possible 
collaboration with the community preschool to provide preschool services for 
preschoolers with disabilities as well as other preschool children.
When discussing the possible implementation of a prekindergarten program, the 
Gateway stakeholders inquired if state guidelines for prekindergarten implementation 
were available. These stakeholders wanted specific information on prekindergarten 
(a) state standards, (b) curriculum, (c) teacher qualifications, (d) implementation 
timelines, and (e) schedules appropriate to a school district their size. Knowledge 
regarding the characteristics of the change can assist a school district with the effective 
implementation of a new program (Fullan, 2001). Finally, without knowledge regarding 
the state qualifications for a public school prekindergarten teacher, some interviewees 
indicated several qualified prekindergarten teachers were available within the community 
while other interviewees doubted a qualified prekindergarten teacher would be available. 
Without state guidelines or policies to guide prekindergarten implementation, school 
district administrators will need to search out that information on their own.
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Limited teacher involvement, state funding, and transportation in addition to a 
short program implementation timeline and a time consuming preschool licensing process 
hindered the implementation of a voluntary preschool program in the Hart Public School 
district. Other researchers (Birmingham, 1990; Carr, 2006) investigating state-funded 
prekindergarten p.ograms and inclusive preschool programs (Brotherson et al., 2001; 
Gallagher et al., 1992) also identified inadequate state funding and lack of transportation 
as barriers to successful program implementation. In contrast to Hart Public School, these 
studies also found a shortage of space and lack of qualified staff hindered prekindergarten 
implementation.
First, the kindergarten and first grade teachers at Hart Public School 
acknowledged their limited involvement during the implementation phase. This limited 
involvement initially fueled their concerns regarding the funding and space the preschool 
would require. One teacher recommended that school administrators consult with 
kindergarten teachers to ensure that the preschool curriculum adequately prepared 
children for kindergarten. Other change process researchers noted that teachers were 
infrequently involved with implementation decisions although their participation often 
led to effective implementation (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977; Huberman & Miles,
1984).
Second, the lack of state prekindergarten funding forced Hart Public School to 
charge parents tuition for their children to attend the preschool. While the school 
administration attempted to keep the tuition costs low, some parents still experienced a
Factors That Hindered Preschool Implementation
at Hart Public School
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hardship paying tuition on top of their existing childcare costs. Licensing the preschool 
did provide income-qualifying families with assistance in paying the tuition although 
very few families ever took advantage of that option.
Third, the preschool schedule differed from the regular school schedule, and 
parents could not utilize rural busing or drop off their preschool children at the same time 
as their school aged children. The elementary principal partially eliminated this barrier by 
encouraging some of the childcare providers to provide transportation to and from the 
preschool for children in their care. Moreover, the principal arranged for the rural school 
buses to transport the rural children home following the afternoon preschool session.
Finally, the school board made the decision to implement the preschool program 
in March 2003 and approved the hiring of the preschool teacher in August of that same 
year. In the absence of state guidelines for implementing public school preschools or 
prekindergartens, the superintendent and elementary principal consulted with the local 
social services agency to license the preschool program. The elementary principal 
explained that this licensing process took much longer than anticipated. Upon acceptance 
of the preschool teaching position, the teacher had only two weeks to set up the 
classroom before school began. A decision to delay the preschool’s first day to the 
middle of September allowed more time to advertise and recruit 3- and 4-year-old 
children. In contrast to this six-month implementation timeline, Berman and McLaughlin 
(1978) and Fullan (2001) found that most new educational programs take approximately 
two years to implement.
Most of these implementation barriers stemmed from the lack of state support and 
guidance for prekindergarten program implementation. The change process researchers
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found that adequate resources and staff support were necessary to achieve lasting change 
(Berman & McLaughlin. 1978; Huberman & Miles, 1984). Fortunately, those factors that 
supported the preschool’s implementation at Hart Public School overcame those that 
hindered its implementation and facilitated a successful preschool implementation.
Factors That Could Hinder Prekindergarten 
Implementation at Gateway Public School
Gateway Public School stakeholders identified lack of facility space and 
transportation as barriers that could hinder the implementation of a voluntary 
prekindergarten program. Past researchers (Birmingham, 1990; Brotherson et al., 2001; 
Carr, 2006; Gallagher et ah, 1992) identified those same barriers to successful 
prekindergarten implementation along with inadequate state funding and a shortage of 
qualified staff.
While facility space was not an issue for Hart Public School due to declining 
enrollment, the lack of facility space was Gateway’s most frequently mentioned barrier to 
prekindergarten implementation. Gateway Public School District had not yet 
implemented full-day kindergarten due to the lack of facility space. One teacher 
suggested that the community preschool might provide the space needed for a 
prekindergarten program. The second barrier, transportation, resulted from the distances 
that some of the families lived from the Gateway Public School. If the prekindergarten 
operated half days, parents who resided in the rural areas might not send their children 
because it would be too far for them to drive for just a half day of school.
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Support from the school administrators, school board members, teachers, 
community, and parents; a qualified preschool teacher; challenging kindergarten 
curriculum; delayed kindergarten entrance age; fiscal solvency; and integration into the 
school structure facilitated the continuation of the preschool program at Hart Public 
School. As Fullan (2001) noted, those factors supporting continuation of a new program 
were often the same factors supporting its implementation. Other change process 
researchers (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978; Huberman & Miles, 1984) found that the 
perceived success of the program and moderate program expenses promoted a program’s 
continuation.
Broad based support from the school administration, teachers, community, and 
parents along with hiring a qualified preschool teacher facilitated the implementation and 
continuation of the preschool program at Hart Public School. Huberman and Miles 
(1984) found that a strong commitment from the central administration combined with 
mandated use of the innovation provided for the greatest chance for continuation. Fullan 
(2001) noted that school districts were more likely to continue new programs if 
stakeholders shared a sense of ownership for the new program.
By the completion of its fourth year of operation, the preschool program 
possessed a broad range of supporters. While the superintendent and elementary principal 
actively supported the preschool program throughout the initiation, implementation, and 
continuation phases, the present school board members also expressed their support and 
intent to keep the preschool program operating. The preschool program enjoyed strong
Factors That Supported Preschool Continuation
at Hart Public School
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support from the parents as evidenced by the fact that every child who entered 
kindergarten in 2007 had attended the preschool program. Moreover, every parent who 
responded to the survey indicated their approval of the public school providing a 
preschool program, and over 95% of the parents indicated their approval of using public 
tax funds for preschool classes as well as their willingness to pay a fee for their child to 
attend the preschool program.
Hiring a preschool teacher with a Bachelor’s degree in early childhood 
development also contributed to the successful implementation and continuation of the 
presr tool program. The elementary principal reflected that the preschool teacher 
provided a high quality program and the preschool’s reputation spread throughout the 
community. The National Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER) identified 
preschool teachers with a Bachelor’s degree and specialized training in early childhood 
development as one standard contributing to the quality of state preschool programs 
(Barnett et al., 2006; Zigle/ et al., 2006).
Parents and the interviewed stakeholders agreed that the kindergarten curriculum 
had advanced since the passage of the NCLB Act. In fact, they noted that kindergarten 
had become what the first grade had been five years ago. Due to the advanced 
curriculum, the school administration recommended a delayed kindergarten entrance age 
and the preschool teacher counseled parents on whether their child was ready for 
kindergarten or should remain in the preschool program for another year. The school 
administration solved the funding dilemma with a combination of tuition fees paid by 
parents, foundation aid payments received for preschool children with disabilities, and 
fundraisers. Berman and McLaughlin (1978) found that school districts were more likely
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to continue new programs when they had identified strategies during the program’s 
implementation phase that would maintain the new program if faced with financial 
difficulties.
Finally, Huberman and Miles (1984) found that school districts were more likely 
to continue new programs that they had embedded into the school district’s structure. The 
Hart Public School superintendent remarked that he considered the school system as 
preschool through 12th grade. Several school board members also endorsed that 
viewpoint and remarked that they considered the preschool program when making 
decisions. The elementary principal integrated the preschool into the school structure by 
(a) supervising and evaluating the preschool teacher, (b) inviting the preschool teacher to 
elementary staff meetings, (c) including preschoolers in school assemblies, (d) scheduling 
preschool parent teacher conferences, (e) incorporating preschool news items into the 
elementary school newsletter, and (f) retaining a budget line item for preschool expenses. 
The elementary principal incorporated Hart Public School policies related to field trips, 
child abuse and neglect, dress guidelines, discipline, medication administration, and 
emergencies into the preschool handbook. Moreover, some of the elementary teachers 
integrated the preschool into their curriculum activities by having their students read 
stories to the preschoolers. The music teacher provided music instruction for the 4-year- 
old preschool students and included them in the holiday and spring concerts.
Factors That Could Support Prekindergarten Continuation 
at Gateway Public School
The Gateway stakeholders noted that integrating the prekindergarten into the 
school structure and positive evaluation outcomes could facilitate continuation of a
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prekindergarten program at Gateway Public School district. Like Hart Public School, the 
Gateway stakeholders identified integration into the school structure as important to the 
continuation of the program. In fact, the Gateway Public School stakeholders agreed that 
if they implemented a prekindergarten, they would consider it as just another grade with 
respect to the teacher and the students. Similar to Hart Public School, the Gateway 
stakeholders concurred that the elementary principal should supervise and evaluate the 
prekindergarten teacher just as she did the other teachers and that the prekindergarten 
students should have access to programs available to other students including lunch, 
music, physical education, and art.
In contrast to Hart Public School, the Gateway stakeholders remarked that 
evidence of the prekindergarten’s effectiveness was critical to the continuation of the 
prekindergarten program. In particular, these stakeholders indicated that they would want 
to know if the prekindergarten program had improved the student’s performance in 
kindergarten and on later elementary test scores. With the accountability mandates of the 
NCLB Act and the increasing competition for state dollars, many state-funded 
prekindergarten programs have added an evaluation component (Frede et al., 2007; 
Gormley et ah, 2005; Henry et ah, 2005; Xiang & Schweinhurt, 2002).
Factors That Hindered Preschool Continuation 
at Hart Public School
The lack of state funding, limited professional development opportunities, 
infrequent staff and school board orientation and reporting hindered continuation of the 
preschool program at Hart Public School. Past studies of state-mandated prekindergarten 
(Christina & Nicholson-Goodtnan, 2005; Galban, 1996) also found inadequate funding
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presented a major threat to the continuation and expansion of high quality 
prekindergarten programs. In these studies, additional barriers to prekindergarten 
continuation included lack of space, shortage of quality staff, and perceived competition 
between educational institutions and human service agencies. Change process researchers 
(Berman & McLaughlin, 1977; Fullan, 2001) found that ineffective implementation 
combined with the lack of (a) funding, (b) ongoing professional development, and 
(c) interest and support from central administration often hindered continuation efforts. 
Fullan (2001) noted that staff and administration turnover frequently led to the 
discontinuation of a new program. At Hart Public School, the current superintendent was 
retiring at the end of the 2006-2007 program year and the newly hired superintendent had 
formerly been the Hart Public School high school principal. The new superintendent’s 
child had attended the preschool and the elementary principal stated he had verbalized his 
praises of die preschool. No additional teacher or administrative turnovers had occurred 
and the Hart Pubic School district administration, teachers, and parents continued to 
support the preschool during its continuation.
As confirmed by prior researchers (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977; Christina & 
Nicholson-Goodman, 2005; Fullan, 2001; Galban, 1996), the Hart Public School 
stakeholders agreed that without state or federal assistance, funding presented the greatest 
barrier to the continuation of the preschool program. Even though the state had recently 
approved utilization of Title I funds for implementing public school preschools, the 
elementary principal remarked that their Title I funding had decreased over the years and 
barely covered the existing programs.
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To maintain the preschool’s state license, the Department of Human Services 
required that the preschool teacher complete 13 hours of annual training in early 
childhood related classes. To access early childhood classes, the preschool teacher 
traveled around the state as few early childhood classes were available locally. This 
continuing education difference has kept the preschool teacher separated from the 
professional development opportunities offered to the Hart Public School elementary 
teaching staff.
As none of the current school board members served during the preschool’s 
implementation, most were unable to answer questions related to the program’s funding 
sources or financial status. The teachers expressed limited knowledge concerning the 
preschool’s funding, policies, and procedures. The elementary principal acknowledged 
that she had not oriented the current school board members on the preschool’s funding 
and history. The current school board members noted that the elementary principal 
included updates as necessary regarding the preschool enrollment in her monthly report 
to the school board. In spite of their limited knowledge regarding the preschool’s history 
and funding, the school board members expressed their ongoing support for the program.
In the absence of formal evaluations of the preschool’s effectiveness, the school 
board members shared that they had received positive feedback from the kindergarten 
and first grade teachers as well as the parents who had sent their children. Three current 
school board members had sent their own children to the preschool and expressed 
satisfaction with the results. The teachers also shared their observations of the advanced 
readiness skills the preschool participants possessed upon entry into kindergarten. The 
elementary principal indicated that the first preschool class would enter the fourth grade
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during the 2007-2008 school year and would take the state assessments. She emphasized 
her interest in whether those assessment results of preschool participants would differ 
significantly from nonparticipants.
Factors That Could Hinder Prekindergarten 
Continuation at Gateway Public School
Funding, low enrollment numbers, and qualified teacher availability could hinder 
the continuation of a prekindergarten program at Gateway Public School. Other than 
funding, the factors identified by Gateway’s stakeholders differed from those identified 
by Hart’s stakeholders and the change process researchers. Like the Hart Public School 
stakeholders, the Gateway school board members and elementary principal cited funding 
as the major barrier to continuation. One school board member suggested that the state 
incorporate the prekindergarten program into the current state funding formula just like 
any other grade.
Some school board members and teachers expressed concerns that parents would 
continue to send their children to the private and community preschools rather than the 
school’s prekindergarten program. Approximately 62% of the Gateway Public School 
parents responding to the survey supported the public school providing preschool as 
compared to 95% of the Hart Public School parents. The difference in these percentages 
may indicate that parents have become accustomed to the preschool options offered 
within their local communities. Nonetheless, 100% of the 2007-2008 kindergarten 
students at Hart Public School had attended the public school preschool while only 70% 
of the kindergarten class at Gateway Public School had attended a private or community 
preschool.
Finally, some differences of opinion existed regarding the availability of a 
qualified prekindergarten teacher. Some of the stakeholders believed that qualified 
prekindergarten teachers already existed within the Gateway community while others 
noted their concerns about finding a qualified prekindergarten teacher. Once again, these 
differences of opinion may have existed due to the lack of state guidelines or policies 
regarding the qualifications of a prekindergarten teacher. In their investigation of 
state-funded prekindergartens, Christina and Nicholson-Goodman (2005) also found the 
lack of high quality staff threatened the continuation and expansion of prekindergarten.
Research Question Two: What role did key stakeholders play in the voluntary 
initiation, implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program within a public 
school setting located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund prekindergarten 
programs?
Roles o f Key Stakeholders
Some of the change process researchers (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977, 1978; 
Fullan, 1992, 2001; Hubennan & Miles, 1984; Rust, 1993; Sarason, 1996) have identified 
teachers, principals, superintendents, school board members, parents, community 
representatives, and state agency representatives as key stakeholders involved with 
educational change. In their research, the roles and responsibilities of these major 
stakeholders changed as a new program moved through the three change process phases 
of initiation, implementation, and continuation. Superintendents and school board 
members played a major role during the initiation and continuation phases as they 
decided whether to adopt a new program and then whether to continue that program 
beyond implementation. Principals, however, held a key role in the successful
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implementation and continuation of a new education program because they were 
responsible for creating a school culture that promoted effective program implementation 
and continuation. While seldom consulted during the initiation phase, school 
administrators expected teachers to carry out the bulk of the workload during the 
implementation phase. Berman and McLaughlin (1977) and Rust (1993) recommended 
involving teachers during the initiation phase to generate staff commitment. Berman and 
McLaughlin (1977) found that teachers’ participation in the implementation and 
continuation decisions directly influenced their level of commitment for the new program 
as well as the program’s future success. Finally, Berman and Pauly (1975) and Rust 
(1993) noted the importance of gaining support from parents and community members as 
their opposition could significantly affect successful implementation of a new program.
Hart Public School District involved the superintendent, elementary principal, and 
school board members during the initiation of the preschool. Besides these stakeholders, 
the interviewees from Gateway Public School district identified teachers, parents, and 
other community stakeholders as having important roles during the prekindergarten 
initiation phase. The list of key stakeholders generated by the Gateway Public School 
interviewees aligned with those identified by other change process researchers (Berman 
& McLaughlin, 1977, 1978; Fullan, 1992, 2001; Huberman & Miles, 1984; Rust, 1993; 
Sarason, 1996) for involvement during the initiation stage. Once the program moved into 
the implementation phase, the Gateway interviewees recommended the involvement of 
the same stakeholders with the exception of the parents while Hart Public School 
involved only the superintendent, elementary principal, and preschool teacher as well as 
some members from key community agencies. Finally, during the continuation phase,
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Hart Public School’s superintendent; elementary principal; preschool, kindergarten, and 
primary teachers; and parents held important roles. The Gateway interviewees selected 
the same stakeholder group with the exception of the superintendent, but also added 
school board members.
Elementary Principal
Although past research (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977, 1978; Fullan, 1992, 2001; 
Huberman & Miles, 1984; Sarason, 1996) has noted the significant involvement of the 
principal during the implementation and continuation phases, the Hart stakeholders 
agreed that the elementary principal played a key role throughout the preschool’s 
initiation, implementation, and continuation phases. In her study of state-mandated 
prekindergarten, Galban (1996) found that not involving the school principals hindered 
the prekindergarten implementation process since school principals were responsible for 
integrating the preschool into the elementary school structure.
At Hart Public School, the elementary principal developed the initial preschool 
proposal and presented that proposal to the school board. Following approval by the 
school board, the elementary principal completed the major implementation 
responsibilities that included licensing the preschool, finding a qualified preschool 
teacher, and recruiting and registering 3- and 4-year-old preschool children. During the 
continuation phase, the elementary principal assumed the administrative responsibilities 
for the preschool, which included supervising and evaluating the preschool teacher as 
well as collecting the preschool tuition.
The Gateway interviewees agreed that the principal should be involved 
throughout the three phases of program implementation. During the initiation phase, the
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school board members expected the principal to gather information to assist them in 
making a decision regarding the adoption of a prekindergarten program. Once 
implementation began, the school board members and elementary principal agreed that 
she would have responsibility for supervising and monitoring the prekindergarten as long 
as it continued.
Superintendent and School Board
While prior researchers (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977, 1978; Fullan, 1992, 2001; 
Huberman & Miles, 1984; Sarason, 1996) found the superintendent and school boards 
were most active during the initiation and continuation phases, the Hart Public School 
superintendent remained actively involved during the implementation phase. During the 
initiation and continuation phases, the superintendent supported the preschool to the 
school board. During the implementation phase, the superintendent assisted with the 
physical preparation of the preschool classroom and raised funds for families who could 
not afford to pay the preschool tuition. At Gateway Public School, the superintendent 
noted that he would be involved with gathering information during the initiation stage 
and hiring the prekindergarten staff during the implementation phase.
As found by prior researchers (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977, 1978; Fullan, 2001; 
Pluberman & Miles, 1984), the Hart Public School board members played a critical role 
during the initiation phase by approving the preschool and during the continuation phase 
by voting to continue the program. During implementation, the school board members 
assumed a supportive rather than active role. The Gateway school board members 
expected the superintendent and principal to gather information that would assist the 
school board in making the initiation decision. Once they had made that decision, the
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Gateway school board members would be involved with some of the implementation 
tasks such as approving the hiring of the prekindergarten teacher and the funding 
strategies. During the continuation phase of the prekindergarten program, the Gateway 
school board members expected to monitor the effectiveness of the prekindergarten 
program to ensure the program was preparing children for kindergarten.
Teachers
The Hart Pubic School administration did not involve the elementary teachers 
during the initiation or implementation phases. Without participating in the initiation or 
implementation decisions, the teachers expressed concerns related to funding and space 
for the preschool program. Their limited involvement slowed their commitment and 
support for the preschool program. The change researchers (Berman & McLaughlin,
1977, 1978; Fullan, 1992, 2001; Huberman & Miles, 1984; Sarason, 1996) noted that 
teachers’ involvement during all three phases of program adoption increased their support 
for the new program. Following implementation, the teachers actively assisted the 
preschool teacher and began to collaborate on curriculum and transition activities.
On the other hand, the Hart Public School’s preschool teacher was actively 
involved throughout the implementation phase. She assumed responsibility for setting up 
the classroom as well as adopting a curriculum and assessment process. As a direct result 
of her knowledge in early childhood development, the preschool teacher implemented a 
high quality program and its reputation spread around the community thereby 
contributing to the program’s continuation.
In contrast, the Gateway Public School board members indicated their desire to 
draw on the teachers’ expertise during the initiation phase. Furthermore, the Gateway
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teachers expressed their desire for continual involvement throughout the prekindergarten 
program’s initiation and implementation phases by being part of a task force or planning 
committee. During the continuation phase, the teachers noted their desire to collaborate 
with the prekindergarten teacher on curriculum related activities.
Parents and community Agencies
While certain community agencies had supporting roles during the preschool’s 
implementation, the Hart Public School administration did not involve the parents during 
the initiation or implementation phases. This may have led to a slower start and the 
preschool teacher noted that they held off starting the preschool for a couple of weeks to 
recruit more children. The preschool enrolled only 50% of the 4-year-olds residing in the 
district during its first year. Prior change process researchers found that effective 
relationships with parents promoted successful program implementation (Berman & 
McLaugniin, 1977; Fullan, 2001; Huberman & Miles, 1984).
Representatives from the county social services and local fire department assisted 
with the preschool licensing process and the special education director paid tuition for 
preschool children with disabilities and provided some classroom supplies. Moreover, 
after the elementary principal talked to the area childcare providers, some offered to 
transport enrolled children in their care to and from the preschool. Following the 
preschool’s implementation, parents became involved with fundraising, volunteering in 
the classroom, assisting with field trips, and providing transportation for their child and 
other children to attend the preschool program. Parents supported the preschool during its 
continuation phase by enrolling their preschool aged children as evidenced by the 
growing enrollment. Prior change process researchers (Berman & Pauly, 1975; Fullan,
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2001; Rust, 1993) also found community and parental support essential to successful 
implementation and continuation of new education programs.
To ensure community and parental support, Gateway Public School board 
members intended to share information and gather input from the parents and community 
patrons through a combination of informal and formal public forums held during the 
program initiation phase. The majority of Gateway parents who responded to the survey 
verbalized their willingness to be involved with the prekindergarten program’s initiation 
through volunteering or demonstrating their support for the program. These parents 
further noted they would support the continuation of the prekindergarten program by 
enrolling their children, volunteering, and paying fees for their children to attend.
Finally, the Gateway interviewees identified several community stakeholders to 
involve during the program implementation phase. These community stakeholders were 
similar to those Hart Publ ic School utilized with the addition of the private and 
community preschool teachers and the community preschool’s board of directors.
State Government
Involvement from the Department of Public Instruction was totally absent 
throughout each of the three phases of program adoption at Hart Public School. While a 
Department of Public Instruction representative told the elementary principal that she 
endorsed the idea, this state employee indicated that the state had no funding for 
preschool. During the last legislative session, the state legislators approved spending Title 
I funding to provide preschool services for eligible preschool children, but with declining 
Title I funds, Hart Public School’s elementary principal felt she could not support the 
needed Title I programs and the preschool program.
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The Gateway Public School elementary principal noted that without any federal 
or state assistance, Gateway Pubic School would probably not initiate a prekindergarten 
program. Prior studies (Education Commission of the States, 1999, 2000) found state 
government involvement critical for successful long-term school change efforts. Effective 
state involvement has provided adequate resources and funding as well as specific 
implementation strategies tailored to each school district’s needs. State governments have 
the responsibility to create a statewide culture that supports high quality public education 
and ensures funding to continue large-scale school reform efforts.
Research Question Three: What effects did key stakeholders report regarding the 
voluntary implementation of a prekindergarten program within a public school setting 
located in a rural Midwestern state that did not fund prekindergarten programs?
Effects From Prekindergarten Implementation 
The Hart Public School District study participants noted five effects from 
implementing a preschool and the Gateway Public School District study participants 
agreed they would like to see effects in four of those five areas should they implement a 
prekindergarten. The four areas both school districts agreed upon included (a) improved 
kindergarten readiness skills, (b) increased preschool accessibility, (c) enhanced 
collaboration between the prekindergarten and elementary teaching staff, and 
(d) expanded opportunities for early intervention. The stakeholders from Hart Public 
School District also noted that the preschool had provided increased opportunities for 
educating parents about school readiness.
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Improved Kindergarten Readiness Skills
In the absence of quantifiable data, the Hart Public School stakeholders attributed 
the improved readiness skills of the children entering kindergarten to their participation in 
the preschool. The kindergarten teacher noted that children who had attended the 
preschool learned those academic and social readiness skills that she had once needed to 
teach and were ready for the advanced kindergarten curriculum that awaited them.
Parents who had sent their children to the preschool described both academic and social 
readiness skills their children had mastered before kindergarten. The elementary principal 
and kindergarten teacher reported that the retention rate of the kindergarten class had 
dropped from 10% to 0% since the advent of the preschool.
While the Gateway Public School teachers observed that children who had 
attended one of the preschool options available within the community demonstrated more 
readiness skills than children who had not attended preschool, one teacher (GT2) 
remarked that having the prekindergarten within the school setting could further develop 
a child’s readiness skills. This teacher believed that having the prekindergarten within the 
school setting would provide the school administration with greater control over the 
program’s curriculum and structure.
Several studies have also reported higher levels of school readiness skills for 
children who have attended high quality preschools, including state-funded 
prekindergartens (Barnett et al., 2005, 2007; Early et al., 2005; Frede et ai., 2007; 
Gormley & Gayer, 2005; Gormley et al., 2005; Lee & Burkham, 2002; Magnuson et al., 
2004; Puma et al., 2005; Zill & Collins, 1995). Gonnley and Gayer (2005) found that 
while children from all socioeconomic levels who attended state-funded prekindergarten
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made gains over their peers who had not attended, these gains were most notable for 
children from the lower socioeconomic levels.
Increased Preschool Accessibility
In 1990, the nation’s governors agreed that the first national education goal 
should promote school readiness to ensure that all children entered school ready to learn. 
Realizing this goal required that ail children have access to high quality preschools 
(Zigler et al., 2006). Providing universal prekindergarten has continued to challenge most 
state officials and only Florida, Georgia, and Oklahoma have moved toward universal 
access (Barbarin et al., 2006; Christina & Nicholson-Goodman, 2005).
From the preschool’s inception at Hart Public School District, both the 
superintendent and elementary principal planned for universal accessibility to all 3- and 
4-year-old children residing within the school district. The preschool’s enrollment grew 
from just 50% during its first year to 100% during its fourth operating year. Some school 
board members and teachers remarked that providing every child an opportunity to attend 
a preschool served as an equalizer for those children who would not have had that 
opportunity under a private preschool system.
Even with three preschool options offered within the Gateway Public School 
District, approximately 30% of the children who entered kindergarten during the 
2007 2008 1 mo I year had not attended pie Jiuol. One school board member (GSB3)
questioned whether those who had not sent their children to preschool would take 
advantage of a prekindergarten offered within the public school setting. He further noted 
the importance of further investigating the reasons parents had not sent their children to 
preschool.
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Six of the 30 parents responding to the survey indicated that a public school 
prekindergarten would ensure access for all children. Those few states that have provided 
access to more children have integrated community early childhood education and Head 
Start programs into their state prekindergarten system (Christina & Nicholson-Goodman, 
2005). The Gateway school superintendent and some of the school board members 
remarked that collaboration with the community preschool would be ideal in moving 
toward a public school prekindergarten.
Enhanced Collaboration With Elementary Teaching Staff
The Hart Public School teachers described the increased collaboration they had 
with the preschool teacher after locating the preschool within the public school setting. 
The kindergarten teacher reported increased planning in the areas of curriculum and 
kindergarten transition than had been possible with the private preschool teachers. At 
Gateway Public School, the elementary principal and kindergarten teacher noted that they 
had established a good working relationship with the community preschool teacher; 
however, the kindergarten teacher stated that having the prekindergarten within the public 
school setting could provide additional opportunities for networking and collaborating. 
Other researchers (Reynolds, 2003; Zigler et al., 2006) have aiso argued that locating a 
;• ■; Hearten ithl. lie school setting lu dilated kindergarten transition 
activities and has allowed instructional coordination among the teachers.
Expanded Opportunities for Early Intervention
The Hart Public School stakeholders agreed with Zigler et al. (2006) that locating 
a preschool within the public school setting would make special education services more 
readily available to preschool children. They observed that having the preschool within
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the school setting promoted earlier identification of learning problems and eased the 
delivery of special education services to preschool children with disabilities. One school 
board member remarked that having the preschool within the school provided the school 
administration and teachers an opportunity to understand the special learning needs of the 
students and become better acquainted with the parents before the students entered 
kindergarten. Another school board member pointed out that the preschool provided 
another option for parents who did not feel their child was ready for kindergarten.
Although preschool children with disabilities received special education services 
within the community preschool setting, the Gateway stakeholders remarked that some 
parents still viewed the community preschool as a special education setting and were 
reluctant to enroll their children even if they needed extra help to prepare for 
kindergarten. These stakeholders surmised that if the prekindergarten was in the school 
setting, parents might be more inclined to enroll their preschool child.
Conclusions
The researcher summarized and compared the data from both school districts to 
note both similarities and differences between the two cases. Tables have been included 
to provide a comparative look at the findings for e a c h  r e se a r c h  question.
Factors Affecting Prekindergarten Initiation
While both Hart and Gateway Public School districts experienced demographic 
changes including more working parents and increased kindergarten expectations due to 
challenging state standards and die NCLB Act, the school administrations in each school 
responded differently to these pressures. In the absence of any private or community 
preschools, state funding, or guidance, the Hart Public School administration adopted a
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problem solving approach and implemented a preschool program. Berman and 
McLaughlin (1978) found successful program adoption was more likely when school 
districts adopted a problem solving approach and identified their own needs and 
solutions. Table 16 provides a comparison of the factors affecting initiation at both 
schools.
Table 16. Comparison of Factors Affecting Prekindergarten Initiation (n=77).
Factors Supporting Initiation -  Hart
Factors That Could Support 
Initiation -  Gateway
Kindergarten Preparation Kindergarten Preparation
Challenging Kindergarten Curriculum Challenging State Standards & 
Kindergarten Curriculum
Administrative & School Board
Support Changing Family Structures
Private Preschool Closing Universal Accessibility
Working Parents
Factors That Could Hinder
Factor Hindering Initiation -  Hart Initiation -  Gateway
State Funding State Funding 
Parent Choice 
Parent Responsibility 
Early Childhood Perceptions 
Community & Private Preschools
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Some of the Hart Public School stakeholders indicated that the “timing was 
perfect.” In his change process research, Fullan (2001) also found “it takes a fortunate 
combination of the right factors-a critical mass-to support and guide the process” (p. 93). 
The Hart Public School stakeholders listed several factors that supported and guided the 
preschool implementation process: (a) closing of the local preschool, (b) support from 
school administration and school board, and (c) pressure from the NCLB Act for school 
districts to make changes that assisted their students in meeting the adequate yearly 
progress mandates.
In contrast, Gateway Public School district had two preschools located ■ ' ' mi us 
community. In fact, the community preschool was located ic school grounds and 
served preschool children with dis.T ies. The presence of these preschools lessened the 
pressure to provide a public school prekindergarten within the public school setting. 
Nonetheless, the preschool program within Hart Public School attained 100% 
participation and every child who entered kindergarten in 2007 had attended the public 
school preschool while almost one third of the children entering kindergarten at Gateway 
Public School district in 2007 had not attended a preschool or prekindergarten.
Community attitudes and beliefs surrounding early childhood education, parental 
responsibilities, and parent choice also hindered the initiation of a prekindergarten 
program within the Gateway Public School district. Several interviewees referred, to 
prekindergarten as a babysitting service provided by the public schools. Without state 
assistance in creating a statewide culture of support for early education, school 
administrators, teachers, and parents may not have had access to research describing the 
characteristics and effects of a high quality prekindergarten program.
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Factors Affecting Prekindergarten Implementation 
During the implementation phase, the Hart Public School preschool program 
enjoyed broad based support from the community, administration, school board, and 
parents. The availability of space within the school setting and a qualified preschool 
teacher facilitated the implementation process. Other researchers investigating 
implementation of inclusive preschool programs within the public school setting 
fBrotherson et al., 2001; Gallagher et al., 1992) found the shortage of facility space and a 
qualified preschool teacher were barriers to successful program implementation. Table 17 
provides a comparison of the factors affecting implementation at both schools.
When discussing possible implementation of a prekindergarten program, the 
Gateway Public school administration and teachers asked if the Department of Public 
Instruction had prekindergarten implementation guidelines because they felt these would 
be very helpful. Even though Gateway Public School district had not implemented a 
prekindergarten program, they indicated their desire to collaborate with the existing 
community and private preschools and to involve their kindergarten and primary 
elementary teachers in the implementation process. Change process researchers found 
that both actions would facilitate effective implementation of a new program (Berman & 
McLaughlin, 1978; Fullan, 2001; Huberman & Miles, 1984).
The most significant barriers to successful program implementation involved 
adequate funding and guidance for implementing a prekindergarten. Without state or 
federal support or guidance, Hart Public School licensed its preschool through the state’s 
Department of Human Services. The absence of state and federal hands forced the
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Table 17. Comparison of Factors Affecting Prekindergarten Implementation (n=77).
Factors Supporting Implementation -  Hart
Factors That Could Support 
Implementation -  Gateway
Administrative, School Board, & 
Parent Support
Space Availability
Implementation Guidelines
Collaboration With Kindergarten and 
Primary Teachers
Qualified Preschool Teacher Qualified Prekindergarten Teacher
Community Collaboration Collaboration With Community 
Agencies and Private & Community 
Preschools
Factors Hindering Implementation -  Hart
Factors That Could Hinder 
Implementation -  Gateway
Transportation Transportation
Funding Facility Space
Limited Teacher Involvement
Shortened Implementation
Licensing Requirements
Hart Public School administration to charge parents tuition to send their children to the
preschool and conduct fundraisers to purchase needed supplies.
On the other hand, the lack of facility space and transportation for preschool 
children living in rural areas posed the biggest concerns for Gateway Public School 
District. While Hart Public School district had a vacant classroom due to declining 
enrollment, Gateway did not even have room to house its full-day kindergarten children.
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The stakeholders from both school districts agreed that transporting preschool children 
who lived in rural areas posed a problem for implementing a prekindergarten. As 
demonstrated from the change process research, a local school district’s characteristics 
will interact with the characteristics of the new program implemented; therefore, the 
implementation process for any new program should allow for adaptation to the local 
school district’s characteristics or conditions (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978).
Factors Affecting Prekindergarten Continuation
Fullan (2001) found that the factors that facilitated or hindered implementation of 
a new program also influenced its continuation. School districts were more likely to 
continue new programs that they had embedded into their school structures as well as 
those that they had adopted to meet a need or solve a problem (Berman & McLaughlin, 
1978; Hubennan & Miles, 1984). Table 18 provides a comparison of the factors affecting 
continuation at both schools.
The stakeholders from Gateway and Hart Public School districts agreed that the 
prekindergarten program should be part of the school structure. In other words, the school 
administration should treat the prekindergarten teacher and students just like the other 
teachers and students. The stakeholders from Gateway Public School also believed that 
improved kindergarten performance and positive evaluation outcomes would facilitate 
the continuation of a prekindergarten program.
At Hart Pubic School, broad based support facilitated the preschool’s continuation 
as it had the implementation. Besides the school administrators, school board, and 
community members, the preschool picked up additional support from the teachers and 
parents during the continuation phase. The qualified preschool teacher facilitated the
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Table 18. Comparison of Factors Affecting Prekindergarten Continuation (n=77).
Factors Supporting Continuation -  Hart
Factors That Could Support 
Continuation -  Gateway
Integration Into School Structure Integration Into School Structure
Qualified Preschool Teacher
Challenging Kindergarten Curriculum
Delayed Kindergarten Entrance Age
Fiscal Solvency
Administrative, School Board, 
Teacher, Community, & Parent 
Support
Positive Evaluation Outcomes
Factors Hindering Continuation -  Hart
Factors That Could Hinder 
Continuation -  Gateway
Funding Funding
Professional Development Low Enrollment Numbers
Staff & School Board Orientation and 
Reporting
Qualified Prekindergarten Teacher
preschool’s continuation just as she had contributed to its successful implementation by 
providing a high quality preschool program. After the elementary principal implemented 
a funding plan that made the preschool financially solvent, the school board was willing 
to support its continuation to meet the ongoing pressures of the challenging kindergarten 
curriculum and the NCLB adequate yearly progress mandate.
319
Both Hart and Gateway Public School stakeholders agreed that lack of state or 
federal funding posed the greatest barrier to the continuation of a prekindergarten 
program. The lack of state involvement made accessing appropriate professional 
development a challenge for the prekindergarten teacher who often had to travel 
throughout the state to find an appropriate early childhood in-service or workshop. The 
current Hart Public School teachers and school board members had not received an 
in-service or orientation describing the preschool’s specific operating procedures. Even 
though the Hart Public School teachers and current school board members expressed their 
support for the preschool, they were unable to answer questions related to the program’s 
funding and policies. The school administration had not involved the teachers during the 
implementation phase, which could have led to their limited knowledge, while none of 
the current school board members served during the initiation or implementation of the 
preschool program.
Besides funding, the Gateway Pubic School stakeholders indicated that the 
unavailability of a qualified prekindergarten teacher and low enrollment numbers could 
hinder the continuation of a prekindergarten program. Uncertainty about the 
prekindergarten teacher qualifications left the Gateway stakeholders uncertain about the 
availability of qualified prekindergarten teachers within the community. Moreover, with 
one private and one community preschool already existing within the Gateway Public 
School District, the Gateway stakeholders questioned whether parents would utilize a 
prekindergarten located within a public school setting. This concern highlighted the need 
for school district administrators to collaborate with the preschool program personnel 
already established within the community.
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Stakeholder Involvement
The more involvement from a broad based group of stakeholders, the more 
successful a school district has been with a new program’s implementation and 
continuation (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977, 1978; Fullan, 1992, 2001; Huberman & 
Miles, 1984; Sarason, 1996). Whereas school districts have seldom adopted significant 
changes proposed by principals and teachers, the elementary principal at Hart Public 
School initiated the preschool idea and immediately proceeded to gain support from the 
school superintendent and school board members. While principals have played a critical 
role in the successful implementation of the new program, school districts have seldom 
adopted innovations to solve a problem identified by a school principal. Nonetheless, 
Huberman and Miles (1984) noted that the smaller the school district, the more involved 
the principal was in the initiation process. Table 19 provides a comparison of the 
stakeholders involved in each phase of program adoption at both schools.
The Hart Public School elementary principal played a critical role throughout 
each phase of the preschool adoption. Without state guidance, resources, or support, she 
pursued options available within her own community and designed a preschool program 
that met the needs of the school district. The superintendent backed the elementary 
principal and promoted the preschool plan to the school board to assure its approval.
At Hart Public School, the elementary principal assumed responsibilities beyond 
those normally attributed to that position. Implementing new programs without state or 
federal resources arid support required the Hart Public School administrators to search 
outside their comfort zones of approved public school programs and network with other
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Table 19. Comparison of Stakeholders Involved in Each Phase of Prekindergarten
Program Adoption (n=77).
Stakeholders Involved With Initiation -
Stakeholders That Could Be Involved With 
- Hart Initiation -  Gateway
Superintendent 
Elementary Principal 
School Board Members
Superintendent 
Elementary Principal 
School Board Members 
Teachers
Community Stakeholders 
Parents
Stakeholders Involved With 
Implementation -  Hart
Stakeholders That Could Be Involved 
With Implementation -  Gateway
Superintendent 
Elementary Principal 
Preschool Teachers 
Community Stakeholders
Superintendent 
Elementary Principal 
Teachers
Community Stakeholders 
School Beard Members
Stakeholders Involved With 
Continuation -  Hart
Stakeholders That Could Be Involved 
With Continuation -  Gateway
Superintendent 
Elementary Principal Elementary Principal 
School Board Members
Preschool and Primary Teachers 
Parents
Teachers
Parents
community agency representatives such as the county social worker for assistance with 
licensing the preschool. Networking with other community agencies to provide 
educational services has not typically been within the scope of an elementary principal’s
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job description and will require a willingness to collaborate with community agencies and 
to become informed about high quality prekindergarten programs.
Although the change process researchers have recommended teachers be included 
during all three phases of program adoption, the Hart Public School administration did 
not involve the elementary teachers in the preschool program adoption decision. The 
teachers agreed that this omission caused some initial misunderstanding about the 
preschool program and delayed their collaboration efforts with the preschool teacher. As 
suggested by the Gateway Public School teachers, forming a committee of school 
administrators, teachers, parents, and community representatives would invite the input 
of key stakeholders and broaden the support for the program. The Gateway school board 
members also suggested holding public forums for the purpose of sharing information 
and obtaining information from parents and community patrons while contemplating 
adoption of a prekindergarten program.
Finally, in a state that had not funded prekindergarten, guidance was not available 
from the Department of Public Instruction. Past studies of large-scale school reform 
(Education Commission of the States, 1999, 2000) found state government involvement 
was critical for successful school change. If school districts are to successfully implement 
and sustain prekindergarten programs, they will need adequate resources and support. 
State government officials have the responsibility for creating positive public support for 
new educational programs. Without such state involvement, school districts must rely on 
their own capacity to implement and sustain new programs.
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Effects From Prekindergarten Implementation 
Researchers investigating the effects of implementing prekindergarten programs 
have focused on school achievement or cognitive abilities (Barnett et al., 2005, 2007; 
Browning et al., 2006; Early et al., 2005; Frede et al., 2007; Gormley & Gayer, 2005; 
Gormley et al., 2005; Henry et al., 2005; Hustedt et al., 2007; Peisner-Feinberg & Schaaf, 
2007; Xiang & Schweinhart, 2002). In this study, the kindergarten teacher and parents 
also reported improved kindergarten readiness skills. This study found that a 
prekindergarten implemented within the school setting could increase prekindergarten 
accessibility, enhance collaboration among the teachers on curriculum and kindergarten 
transition, expand opportunities for early intervention and delivery of special education 
services, and educate parents on school readiness skills and preparing their children for 
kindergarten. Table 20 provides a comparison of the reported effects of prekindergarten 
implementation at both schools.
Table 20. Comparison of Reported Prekindergarten Effects (n=77).
Effects Resulting From Preschool Effects That Could Result From
Implementation -  Hart Prekindergarten Implementation -  Gateway
Improved Kindergarten Readiness Skills 
Increased Preschool Accessibility 
Enhanced Collaboration Between Preschool 
and Elementary Teachers
Expanded Opportunities for Early 
Intervention
Enriched Parent Education
Improved Kindergarten Readiness Skills 
Increased Preschool Accessibility 
Enhanced Collaboration Between 
Prekindergarten and Kindergarten 
Teachers
Expanded Opportunities for Early 
Intervention
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Summary
If every child is to have an opportunity to begin school ready to learn, every child 
must have access to a high quality preschool or prekindergarten program. Local school 
districts located in states without state-funded prekindergarten must look to the resources 
available within their own communities if they wish to implement a prekindergarten 
without state guidance and funding. While approximately 50% of the state-funded 
prekindergarten programs were located within a public school setting (Clifford 
et ah, 2005), some states have utilized existing Head Start and community preschool 
providers for delivering prekindergarten services (National Prekindergarten Center, 
2004). Although some argue for public school administration of prekindergarten 
programs (Reynolds, 2003; Zigler et ah, 2006), others have argued for a community 
based approach to prekindergarten. Considering the important role that local 
characteristics play in the successful implementation of any new program, states must 
allow school administrators some flexibility to design a prekindergarten program that 
aligns with the resources available within that community.
Successfully implementing prekindergarten in a state that does not provide 
guidance or support for prekindergarten will challenge school administrators. The 
Gateway Public School superintendent acknowledged he would like assistance in 
collaborating with the community preschool in providing a public school 
prekindergarten. Effective state involvement could provide the needed resources and 
funding as well as specific implementation strategies tailored to each school district’s 
needs. Finally, state governments could also foster and sustain statewide support for a 
state-funded prekindergarten system.
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Recommendations
Recommendations for Prekindergarten Implementation
This comparative case study identified factors that supported and impeded the 
voluntary implementation of a prekindergarten program within two public school districts 
in a rural Midwestern state. Utilizing the factors identified in this study as well as those 
detailed in the change process research (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978; Fullan, 2001; 
Huberman & Miles, 1984) has provided a set of recommendations for school districts 
implementing a prekindergarten program in states that do not provide prekindergarten 
funding or guidance. These recommendations may also guide state legislators in those 
states without funded prekindergarten programs in the formation of sound policy related 
to the implementation of high quality prekindergarten programs.
1. Seek out current research describing the characteristics and effects of high 
quality prekindergarten programs. If this information is not available at the 
state govermnent level, contact an early childhood consultant or the education 
or early childhood departments at state colleges and universities for 
information. Make this information available to the central office 
administration, elementary principals, teachers, parents, and community 
members.
2. Form a local prekindergarten planning committee and involve key persomiel 
from community agencies including directors of existing community and 
private preschools as well as Head Start programs, kindergarten and primary 
elementary teachers, parents, and school board members in the initial planning
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and implementation phases to ensure the prekindergarten program begins with 
broad based support.
3. In the absence of state guidelines and procedures for prekindergarten 
implementation, school administrators should adopt the quality standards 
NIEER has established for state prekindergarten programs as well as the 
NAEYC-’s developmentally appropriate practices. School districts that 
collaborate with a local Head Start program should consider adopting the 
Head Start Performance Standards as their standards match or exceed those 
established by NIEER in most areas.
4. Adopt an implementation schedule that allows a minimum of one to two years 
from the time the school board approves the adoption of the prekindergarten 
to the first day of classes. An appropriate timeline will facilitate the 
completion of tasks important to successful implementation: (a) involving key 
stakeholders, (b) gathering information from the community to assist in 
designing a prekindergarten that meets the local characteristics of the 
community, (c) researching quality standards for prekindergarten programs, 
and (d) providing any needed staff development.
5. Gather information from multiple indicators and stakeholders within the 
community and design a prekindergaiten program that meets the needs and 
characteristics of the local school district and ensures successful 
implementation.
6. Consider possible collaborations with locally available Head Starts or high 
quality preschool programs to minimize facility or transportation issues while
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increasing preschool accessibility for all preschool children residing within 
the school district.
7. Embed the prekindergarten program into the school structure to provide 
prekindergarten students access to the same learning opportunities afforded 
the other elementary students. The prekindergarten teacher should have access 
to the same salary, professional development, evaluation, and supervision as 
the other elementary teachers. Incorporate the needs of the prekindergarten 
program into existing school policies and procedures and include policies and 
procedures specific to prekindergarten within the school handbook. 
Embedding a new program into the existing school structure will promote its 
continuation.
8. Schedule the prekindergarten day to provide parents with the option to 
transport their preschool aged children along with their school aged children. 
In particular, the schedule should pennit preschool children residing in the 
rural areas access to the school’s busing services.
9. Utilize state developed early learning guidelines to provide focus to the 
prekindergarten curriculum. Most states have aligned these guidelines with 
the kindergarten standards and benchmarks. These guidelines should now be 
available within each state, whether or not they fund prekindergarten.
10. Adopt a research-based curriculum that aligns with the state early learning 
guidelines and supports the multi-dimensional definition of school readiness 
including (a) physical well being and motor development, (b) social and
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emotional development, (c) approaehes to learning, (d) language 
development, and (e) cognition and general knowledge.
11. Adopt a developmental^ appropriate assessment tool linked to the curriculum 
and designed for ongoing assessment of the children’s learning as well as the 
effectiveness of the teaching strategies utilized.
12. Adopt a data collection system that will track the students through their school 
years and allow future comparisons between prekindergarten participants and 
nonparticipants.
13. Provide structured opportunities for the prekindergarten, kindergarten, early 
primary teachers, and special education staff to collaborate on curriculum , 
kindergarten transition, and special education service delivery throughout the 
implementation and continuation phases of prekindergarten adoption.
14. Provide structured parent involvement and training opportunities to (a) obtain 
the parents’ input on their children’s educational goals, (b) educate parents on 
the readiness skills required for successful transition into kindergarten, and 
(c) support their children’s learning in the home.
15. Devise a funding system that incorporates Head Start, Title I, childcare 
assistance, and a sliding fee scale for parents cased on income and ability to 
pay.
16. Provide an annual evaluative report to the school board, staff, and community 
documenting the quality standards present within the prekindergarten 
program, its effectiveness in preparing children for kindergarten, as well as 
recommendations for needed improvements and professional development.
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Since the conceptualization of this research project, this Midwestern state has 
initiated movement toward providing prekindergarten within the context of the public 
school district. During the last legislative session, the state legislators approved the use of 
Title I funds for preschool services in eligible Title I schools. Recently, the Governor’s 
office requested assistance from the national Pre-K Now organization whose vision is to 
assist national and state leaders and the public to design and implement sound, 
research-based policies that support voluntary access to high quality prekindergarten for 
all 3- and 4-year-old children. If the state should decide to prepare legislation for possible 
prekindergarten funding, a statewide prekindeigarten planning committee should be 
formed from local school district administrators, private and community preschool _ 
directors, He ad Start directors, Governor’s office, legislators, higher education, parents, 
and state government agencies including education, public health, human services, early 
childhood services, and Head Start. Utilizing a variety of stakeholders would provide the 
needed input and support to create a statewide system of prekindergarten.
Recent data collected by this state’s Department of Public Instruction revealed 
that approximately 26 school districts are providing some type of preschool services 
through a variety of local and federal funds. Some districts have utilized Even Start 
funding; some have collaborated with available Head Start programs; and some have 
charged fees. Without waiting for state guidance or support on prekindergarten, school 
administrators have implemented a variety of program models. The Department of Public 
Instruction has begun to request more information from these school districts related to 
their prekindergarten programs. Given the recent development of prekindergarten
Recommendations for Further Research
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programs within the public school districts in this state, several opportunities for 
additional research exist. Further research should investigate:
1. Factors that support or hinder the initiation, implementation, and continuation 
of these preschool programs throughout the state.
2. Local school district needs in implementing and sustaining high quality 
prekindergarten programs.
3. The relationship between the local school district characteristics and the 
selected delivery system for prekindergarten services.
4. Local community collaborations entered into by school districts to provide 
prekindergarten services.
5. The extent to which local school districts have embedded the prekindergarten 
programs into their school structures.
6. The number of NIEER quality standards present within these school district 
prekindergarten programs.
7. The presence of research-based curriculum and developmental^ appropriate 
assessment
8. The availability of qualified prekindergarten teachers and the system adopted 
for including prekindergarten teachers into the public school’s teacher salary 
schedule and professional development planning.
9. The prekindergarten daily schedules adopted and the transportation system 
provided for the prekindergarten students.
10. Student outcomes resulting from prekindergarten implementation in relation 
to the number of N IEER quality standards present.
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11. Stakeholder satisfaction with the resulting prekindergarten outcomes.
As this state prepares to initiate prekindergarten legislation, additional research 
opportunities will exist to examine the initiation and implementation processes this 
state’s leaders choose as well as their relationship to the success or failure of a statewide 
system of prekindergarten implementation. These studies may contribute to the change 
process research as it continues to investigate how schools navigate change in the 21st 
century and what factors contribute to successful and lasting program implementation.
Concluding Statement
The intent of this study was to develop guidelines for a prekindergarten 
implementation model for states that did not fund prekindergarten. Educational change 
process theory provided the framework for analyzing those factors that affected the 
initiation, implementation, and continuation of a prekindergarten program. The two 
school districts selected for his comparative case study differed on a key characteristic of 
the study, the presence or absence of a public prekindergarten program. This difference 
provided the researcher with an opportunity to examine those factors that appeared to 
support the implementation of a prekindergarten program in one school district and those 
that appeared to hinder the same process in the second school district.
Both school districts experienced the pressures of the No Child Left Behind Act 
that resulted in rigorous state kindergarten standards and a challenging kindergarten 
curriculum. The increasing numbers of working parents placed a majority of preschool 
children from both school districts in settings outside the home for the major part o f their 
waking day. Neither school district received any state funding or guidance for 
prekindergarten implementation. The underlying question that begged asking was why
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Hart Public School implemented a preschool program while Gateway Public School did 
not. According to educational change process theory, new program initiation depends on 
the right combination of factors operating at the local school district level.
The loss of the only private preschool in the school district area triggered the 
initial conversation amongst the Hart Public School administration regarding the 
implementation of a preschool program. Most importantly, the elementary principal 
supported by the school superintendent was able to convince the school board that a 
public school preschool would be cost effective and prepare the children for kindergarten. 
In contrast, Gateway Public School District had a community and a private preschool as 
well as a home-based Head Start program that approximately 70% of their 4-year-old 
children participated in prior to beginning kindergarten during the 2007-2008 school 
year. Secondly, the Gateway Public School administration reported mixed feelings 
regarding parents’ versus schools’ responsibility of the education of preschool children.
Educational change theory maintains that schools rarely initiate change without a 
strong advocate, and the strongest advocates are central administrators with school board 
support. If school administrators wrestle with their beliefs about the responsibility for the 
early education, they will be less likely to initiate new prekindergarten programs. As 
Fullan (2001) noted, changes in an individual’s belief system involve changes in that 
individual’s core beliefs. Changes in an individual’s beliefs toward prekindergarten might 
be facilitated through positive experiences with a prekindergarten program. At Hart 
Public School, the preschool program had enjoyed success and the parents, teachers, 
school board members, and school administrators indicated their support for their public 
preschool.
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The most significant barriers Hart Public School experienced during the preschool 
implementation phase stemmed from the lack of adequate guidance and resources from 
the state’s Department of Public Instruction. In the absence of state implementation 
guidelines, Hart Public School licensed its preschool program through the state’s 
Department of Human Services. Due to their unfamiliarity with the preschool licensing 
requirements, the school administration found the process took longer than they had 
anticipated. Fortunately, Hart Public School hired an experienced preschool teacher who 
was familiar with developmentally appropriate practices surrounding curriculum, room 
arrangement, and assessment. This qualified preschool teacher then facilitated the 
adoption of developmentally appropriate curriculum, assessment, and learning 
environment.
The void of state implementation guidelines may hinder those school districts that 
forge ahead to implement a prekindergarten program. Educational change process 
theorists have noted that the lack of clearly defined implementation guidelines presents a 
major problem to successful implementation. Without state implementation guidelines, 
school administrators may not understand the relationship of developmentally appropriate 
practices to high quality early childhood education. An appropriate learning environment 
for preschool children looks and feels quite different from the current kindergarten 
learning environments.
While parents still maintain the responsibility for the early care and education of 
their preschool children, more and more children residing in this rural state have found 
themselves spending the major part of their day in childcare settings outside of their 
home environments. According to the latest census data, over 80% of mothers with
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children 5 years of age and younger were employed outside of the home in this state. This 
maternal employment rate far exceeds the national rate of 65%. Even more troubling is 
the increasing numbers of family households headed by a single parent. In this state, 
children who live in a family household headed by a single mother are over six times 
more likely to live in poverty than children who reside with a two parent family (North 
Dakota State Data Center, 2007). Researchers have repeatedly linked poverty to poor 
school achievement.
Any system of public prekindergarten should provide for parental choice, 
attention to high quality standards, and careful state monitoring to ensure attention to 
quality and developmentally appropriate practices. As the preschool implementation in 
Hart Public School demonstrated, the combination of support from parents, school 
administrators, teachers, and community members, along with the flexibility to design a 
preschool program that fits the needs of the community and school district, can lead to 
successful implementation and continuation of a preschool program.
In closing, Hail Public School’s retired superintendent has provided words of 
encouragement for other school district stakeholders choosing to embark on this 
chal lenging quest of preschool implementation:
With the No Child Left Behind which happened at that time, it just seemed to be
the right thing to do to get kids better prepared for their education-----We are
doing the right thing and that’s the best thing we can do for our children and our 
community.
335
APPENDICES
Appendix A
Letter of Introduction to Schools
PO B o x  24 7  
K illdeer, N D  5 8 6 4 0  
April 2 , 2 0 0 7
Participant N am e  
Participant P osition  
Participant A ddress
D ear Participant;
I am fo llo w in g  up on  m y em ail regarding you r participation  in a research study that 1 w ill con d uct under the 
direction  o f  Dr. Sherryl H oudek, A dvisor, o f  the U n iversity  o f  North D akota. The study w ill d ev e lo p  a 
prekindergarten m odel for pub lic sch o o l d istricts located  in states w ithout state-funded  prekindergarten. 
Y our k n o w led g e  and exp er ien ces ad m in ister in g  a K -12  pub lic  sch oo l district m ay help  id en tify  th ose  
factors that support or im pede the su ccessfu l im plem entation  o f  a prekindergarten program  w ith in  the  
public sch o o l institution. U pon  com p letion  o f  the study, you  w ill rece ive  a bound co p y  o f  the research  
study.
I am requ estin g  to m ake four to s ix  v is its  to  the (sch o o l n am e). I am requesting the nam es and ad d resses o f  
the current sch o o l board m em bers (and the past sch o o l board m em bers w h o  presided  w hen  the p resch oo l 
program  w as im plem en ted ) as w e ll as the n am es o f  the elem entary principal, presch ool (in  sc h o o l w ith  
p resch oo l), kindergarten and first grade teachers to  provide a co p y  o f  your approval letter and obtain  their  
con sen t to b e in terv iew ed  for the study. I am  requ estin g  that you  m ake availab le an appropriate room  
w ithin  the sch o o l settin g  to con d uct in terv iew s. I am  requesting  an observation  in the p resch oo l c la ssroom  
(in  sch o o l w ith  p resch oo l) at a  tim e and date arranged by you . I am a lso  requesting the n am es and ad dresses  
o f  parents/guardians o f  4 -year-o ld s on  the sch o o l cen su s and en rolled  kindergartners and first graders to  
m ail you r letter o f  approval and the survey. F in a lly , I w ill rev iew  the sch o o l board agendas and m inutes  
from  the p rev ious tw e lv e  m onths (from  the first year o f  the p resch oo l program  initiation  to  the current 
sch oo l year). Throughout the research  p rocess, I w ill provide cop ies  o f  m y  data, an a lyses , and  
interpretations for you  to ch eck  the accuracy  and cred ib ility .
P lease return a letter printed on  your sch o o l letterhead ind icating  understanding o f  your in v o lv em en t w ith  
the study, a descrip tion  o f  w hat you  are agreeing  to  let m e do, and an agreem ent to participate in the study.
I have en c lo sed  a tem plate for you  to  use in w ritin g  your letter o f  agreem ent as w e ll as co p ie s  o f  the  
in troductory letters, in terv iew  q uestions, and parent su rvey  that I w ill u se in the study. P lease  return the  
letter o f  agreem ent and sign ed  con sent form  to  m e  in the en c lo sed  stam ped, addressed  en v e lo p e .
I f  you  h ave any q uestions regarding this research  project, p lease  contact m y advisor, Dr. Sherryl H ou dek , 
or m e at the phone num bers or em ail ad d resses listed  b elow . A fter I rece iv e  your sign ed  letter o f  agreem en t  
and con sent, I w ill se ek  approval from  the U n iv ers ity  o f  N orth  D akota Institutional R ev iew  B oard  w ith in  
the g u id e lin es for use o f  hum an subjects. T h ese  requirem ents are included  in the con sen t form . I f  y o u  h ave  
any other q uestions or con cern s regarding th is research , p lease  ca ll the R esearch D ev e lo p m en t and  
C om p lian ce o ffic e  at 7 0 1 -7 7 7 -4 2 7 9 . Thank y o u  for your tim e.
S in cerely ,
Sharon  A . H ansen  Sherryl H oudek , E d.D .
D octora l Student A ssistan t P rofessor
U n iv ers ity  o f  N orth  D akota U n iversity  o f  N orth  D akota
7 0 1 -7 6 4 -5 0 5 9  7 0 1 -7 7 7 -2 3 9 4
S haron .H an sen @ send it.n odak .edu  sherrvl.houdek@ und.nodak .edu
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Appendix B
Template for Gateway Superintendent Approval Letter
Sharon Hansen 
PO Box 247 
Killdeer, ND 58640
Dear Ms. Hansen;
As superintendent of schools for (School Name) Public School District, I give you permission to 
conduct your research within the (School Name) Public School setting. The nature of your 
research has been explained to me. I understand that you will make four to six visits to the 
(School Name) Public School District for the purposes of collecting data by (a) reviewing the past 
twelve months of the school board meeting agendas and minutes and (b) interviewing the 
superintendent, current school board membeis, the elementary principal, and kindergarten and 
first grade teachers. I also understand that you will survey parents/guardians of 4-year-olds on the 
school census as well as the enrolled kindergartners and first graders.
I agree to make a room within the school setting available for the interviews. I agree to provide 
the names and addresses of the current school board members as well as the names of the 
elementary principal, kindergarten and first grade teachers for you to mail or deliver a copy of 
this approval letter and consent form for the study. I also agree to provide the names and 
addresses of the parents/guardians of 4-year-olds on the school census and the enrolled 
kindergartners and first graders for you to mail a copy of this letter and the parent surveys.
I understand that the data collected will be used to develop a prekindergarten model for public 
school districts located in states without state-funded prekindergarten and that I will receive a 
bound copy of the research study following its completion.
I have signed and dated the consent form and enclosed it with this letter.
Sincerely,
Superintendent’s Name 
Superintendent of Schools 
(School Name) Public School District
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Appendix C
Template for Hart Superintendent Approval Letter
Sharon Hansen 
PO Box 247 
Killdeer, ND 58640
Dear Ms. Hansen;
As superintendent of schools for the (School Name) Public School District, I givt you permission 
to conduct your research within the (School Name) Public School setting. The nature of your 
research has been explained to me. I understand that you will make four to six visits to the 
(School Name) Public School District for the purposes of collecting data by (a) reviewing the 
school board agendas and minutes from the first year of the preschool program initiation to the 
current school year and (b) interviewing the superintendent, current school board members, 
school board members who presided during the initiation of the preschool, the elementary 
principal, and the preschool, kindergarten and first grade teachers. I also understand that you will 
survey parents/guardians of 4-year-olds on the school census as well as the enrolled 
kindergartners and first graders.
I agree to make a room within the school setting available for the interviews. I agree to provide 
names and addresses of current school board members and those past school board members who 
presided during the initiation of the preschool program as well as names of the elementary 
principal, preschool, kindergarten, and first grade teachers for you to mail or deliver a copy of 
this approval letter and consent form for the study. I also agree to provide names and addresses of 
the parents/guardians of 4-year-olds on the school census and the enrolled kindergartners and first 
graders for you to mail a copy of this letter and the parent surveys.
I understand that the data collected will be used to develop a prekindergarten model for puolic 
school districts located in states without state-funded prekindergarten and that I will receive a 
bound copy of the research study following its completion.
I have signed and dated the consent form and enclosed it with this letter.
Sincerely,
Superintendent’s Name 
Superintendent of Schools 
(School Name) Public School District
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Appendix D 
Consent Form
Public Prekindergarten: An Implementation Model for the Public Schools in 
States that Do Not Fund Prekindergarten
Y ou  are inv ited  to  participate in a research study con d ucted  b y  Sharon H ansen  in the E ducational 
L eadersh ip  D epartm ent under the su p erv ision  o f  her advisor, Dr. Sherryl H oudek, o f  the U n iv ers ity  o f  
N orth  D akota. T his research study  w ill d ev e lo p  a prekindergarten im plem entation  m od e l for p u b lic  
sch oo l districts located  in states w ithou t state-funded  prekindergarten. T he study w ill b e  com p leted  o v er  a 
s ix -w ee k  period  b eg in n ing  around M ay 1, 2 0 0 7  and en d ing  by  June 3 0 , 2 0 0 7 . T h is research  study w ill 
in v o lv e  in terv iew s lasting 30  to  45  m inutes that w ill  b e audiotaped for later transcription, observation s, 
su rveys, and d ocum ent rev iew .
N o  foreseeab le risks have b een  id en tified  to  the participants for this study. T he p o ss ib le  b en efit  
that m ay resu lt from  this study is the d evelop m en t o f  an e ffec tiv e  prekindergarten m od e l for p u b lic  sc h o o l 
districts located  in states w ithou t state-funded  prekindergarten. H ow ever, I cannot guarantee or p rom ise  
that you  w ill rece ive  any b en efits  from  th is study. I f  y o u  ch o o se  to participate, there w ill be no  
com p en sation  for your participation.
A  cod e w ill b e assigned  to  each  site, in terv iew ee , and participant su rveyed  or ob served  to  p rotect 
their identity. T he co d e  w ill b e  kept separate from  the data co llec ted  in a lock ed  file  at the researcher’s 
h om e. A n y  in form ation  from  th is study  that can  b e id en tified  with you  w ill rem ain con fid en tia l and w ill b e  
d isc lo sed  o n ly  w ith  you r p erm ission . A ll data and con sen t form s w ill be kept in  separate lo ck ed  file  
cab in ets for a m in im um  o f  three years after the co m p letio n  o f  this study. O n ly  the researcher, the ad visor, 
and p eo p le  w h o  audit Institutional R ev ie w  B oard procedures w ill have a ccess  to the data. A fter three years, 
the researcher w ill shred the paper data, d elete the w ord -p rocessed  data from  the stored  ju m p  d rives, and  
erase the audiotapes used  in the in terv iew s.
Participation  is voluntary, and  your d ec is io n  w hether or not to participate w ill  n ot ch an ge you r  
future relations w ith  the D epartm ent o f  E ducational L eadership  or the U n iversity  o f  N orth  D akota. I f  y o u  
d ecid e  to  participate, you  are free to  leave  the study at any tim e w ithout penalty . I f  you  h ave any q u estion s  
about the research, y o u  m ay ca ll Sharon H ansen  at 7 0 )  7 6 4 -5 0 5 9  or Dr. Sherryl H oudek  at 7 0 1 -7 7 7 -4 2 5 5 .  
I f  y o u  have any other q uestions or concerns, p lease  ca ll the R esearch D ev e lo p m en t and C o m p lian ce  o f f ic e  
at 7 0 1 -7 7 7 -4 2 7 9 . Y ou  w ill be g iv en  a co p y  o f th is  co n sen t form  for future reference.
A ll o f  m y q uestions h ave b een  answ ered  and I am  en couraged  to ask any q u estion s that I m ay  have  
co n cern in g  this study in the future.
I agree to  participate in this study. P lease  ch eck  the appropriate box.
□ Y e s  □  N o
P articipant’s Signature
P osition  (Superintendent, P rincipal, T eacher, S ch oo l Board M em ber)
D ate
(P lea se  sign and return th is con sen t form  in the en c lo sed  stam ped , addressed  en v e lo p e .)
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PO  B o x  24 7  
K illdeer, N D  5 8 6 4 0  
A pril 2 , 2 0 0 7
Participant N am e  
Participant P osition  
Participant A ddress
D ear Participant;
I am  a doctoral student in  E ducational L eadership  at the U n iv ers ity  o f  N orth  D akota. M y  doctoral study  
w ill d ev e lo p  a prekindergarten im plem entation  m od el for p u b lic  sch o o l districts located  in  states w ithout 
state-funded  prekindergarten. I w ill con d uct this study under the d irection  o f  Dr. Sherryl H oudek  from  the  
U n ivers ity  o f  N orth  D akota.
T he U n ited  States D epartm ent o f  E ducation  recen tly  estim ated  that approxim ately  50%  o f  the children  
entering kindergarten do  not have the n ecessary  read iness sk ills  to  be su ccessfu l in k indergarten. P resch oo l 
children  w ho  h ave attended h igh  quality  p resch oo ls  or prekindergarten program s tend  to score h igher on  
tests o f  m ath and reading sk ills  upon entry into kindergarten. T h is study has the potentia l to  p rov id e an 
e ffe c tiv e  prekindergarten im plem entation  m o d e l .or sch o o l d istricts located  in  N orth  D akota.
Y our k n ow led ge and ex p er ien ces as a  sch o o l board m em ber co u ld  help  id en tify  those factors that support 
or hinder the su ccessfu l im plem entation  o f  a prekindergarten program  w ith in  the pub lic sch o o l setting. I 
h ave en c lo sed  a co p y  o f  the approval letter sign ed  by Superintendent (N a m e) that has granted m e  
p erm ission  to conduct the study at (N am e o f  S ch o o l). Superintendent (N a m e) has a lso  m ade a room  
ava ilab le  in the sch oo l to conduct the in terv iew . H ow ever, I w o u ld  a lso  b e w illin g  to  con d uct the in terv iew  
at a  tim e and pub lic p lace con ven ien t for you . T he in terv iew  sh ou ld  take approxim ately  2 0  to  3 0  m inutes. 
T h e data gathered in the in terv iew  w ill be kept con fidentia l and you  w ill not b e id en tified  personally .
W ithin 10 days o f  your in terview , I w ill provid e you  w ith  a w ritten  sum m ary o f  your in terv iew  and ask  that 
y o u  ch eck  it for accuracy.
I f  y o u  e lec t not to participate, p lease  contact m e at the em ail address or phone num ber listed  b elow . 
O therw ise, p lease  return the sign ed  con sen t form  to m e in the en c lo sed  stam ped, addressed  en v e lo p e  w ith in  
four days after you  h ave rece ived  it. I f  I do  not hear from  y o u  w ith in  a w eek , I w ill ca ll y o u  to an sw er any  
q uestions y o u  m ay have and to  determ ine you r w illin g n ess  to  b e in terv iew ed  for this study.
I f  y o u  have any q uestions regarding th is research  project, p lea se  contact m y advisor, Dr. Sherryl H oudek, 
or m e at the phone num bers or em ail addresses listed  b elow . T h is research  project has b een  approved  
w ithin  the g u id e lin es for use o f  hum an subjects estab lished  by the U n iversity  o f  N orth  D akota. P lease  note  
the U n iv ers ity  o f  N orth D akota  Institutional R ev ie w  B oard requirem ents are included  in the en c lo sed  
co n sen t form . I f  you  have any other q uestions or concerns regard ing this research, p lease  ca ll the R esearch  
D ev e lo p m en t and C om p lian ce  o ff ic e  at 7 0 1 -7 7 7 -4 2 7 9 . Thank y o u  for your tim e.
S in cerely ,
Sharon A . H ansen  Sherryl H ou dek , E d.D .
D octora l Student A ssistan t P rofessor
U n iv ers ity  o f  N orth  D akota  U n ivers ity  o f  N orth  D akota
7 0 1 -7 6 4 -5 0 5 9  7 0 1 -7 7 7 -2 3 9 4
S h aron .H an sen @ send it.n odak .edu  sherryl .houdek@ und .nodak.edu
Appendix E
Letter of Introduction to School Board Members
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Appendix F
Letter of Introduction to Elementary Principals
PO  B o x  24 7  
K illdeer, N D  5 8 6 4 0  
April 2 , 2 0 0 7
Participant N am e  
Participant P osition  
Participant A ddress
D ear Participant;
I am  a doctoral student in E ducational L eadersh ip  at the U n ivers ity  o f  N orth  D akota. M y doctoral study  
w ill d ev e lo p  a prekindergarten im plem entation  m odel for pub lic sch o o l districts located  in states w ithout  
state-funded  prekindergarten. I w ill con d uct this study under the d irection  o f  Dr. Sherryl H oudek  from  the  
U n iversity  o f  N orth  D akota.
T he U nited  States D epartm ent o f  E ducation  recen tly  estim ated  that approxim ately 50%  o f  the ch ildren  
entering kindergarten do n ot h ave the n ecessary  read iness sk ills  to b e su ccessfu l in kindergarten. P resch oo l 
ch ildren  w h o  have attended h igh  quality  p resch oo ls  or prekindergarten program s tend  to  score h igher on  
tests o f  m ath and reading sk ills  upon  entry into kindergarten. T h is study has the potentia l to p rov id e an 
e ffec tiv e  prekindergarten im plem entation  m od e l for sch o o l d istricts located  in N orth  D akota.
Y our k n o w led g e  and exp er ien ces as an  elem en tary  principal cou ld  help  id en tify  th ose  factors that support 
or hinder the su ccessfu l im plem en tation  o f  a prekindergarten program  w ith in  the p u b lic  sch o o l setting. I 
have en c lo sed  a co p y  o f  the approval letter s ign ed  b y  Superintendent (N a m e) that has granted m e  
perm ission  to  conduct the study at (N a m e o f  S ch o o l). Superintendent (N a m e) has a lso  m ade a room  
ava ilab le  in the sch o o l to con d uct the in terv iew . H ow ever, I w ou ld  a lso  b e w illin g  to  con d uct the in terv iew  
at a tim e and pub lic p lace  co n v en ien t for you . T he in terv iew  should  take approxim ately  2 0  to  3 0  m inutes. 
T he data gathered in the in terv iew  w ill be kept con fidentia l and you  w ill not b e id en tified  persona lly .
W ithin 10 days o f  your in terv iew , I w ill provide you  w ith  a written sum m ary o f  your in terv iew  and ask  that 
y o u  ch eck  it for accuracy.
I f  you  e lec t n ot to participate, p lease  em ail m e at the em ail address listed  b elow . I f  I do  not hear from  y o u  
w ith in  a w eek , I w ill ca ll you  to an sw er any q uestions you  m ay have and to  determ ine you r w illin g n ess  to  
b e in terv iew ed  for this study.
I f  you  have any q uestions regard ing this research project, p lease  contact m y advisor, Dr. Sherryl H ou dek , 
or m e at the phone num bers or em ail addresses listed  b elow . T his research project has b een  approved  
w ith in  the gu id e lin es for u se o f  hum an subjects estab lish ed  by  the U n iversity  o f  N orth  D akota. P lea se  n ote  
the U n ivers ity  o f  N orth  D akota  Institu tional R ev ie w  Board requirem ents are included  in the en c lo sed  
con sen t form . I f  y o u  have any other q uestions or co n cen ts regarding this research, p lea se  ca ll the R esearch  
D ev e lo p m en t and C om p lian ce  o ff ic e  at 7 0 1 -7 7 7 -4 2 7 9 . Thank y o u  for your tim e.
S in cerely ,
Sharon A . H ansen  
D octoral Student 
U n iv ers ity  o f  N orth D akota  
7 0 1 -7 6 4 -5 0 5 9
S haron .H ansen @ sen dit.nod ak .ed u
Sherryl H oudek, E d .D .
A ssistan t P rofessor  
U n ivers ity  o f  N orth  D akota  
7 0 1 -7 7 7 -2 3 9 4
sherrvl.houdek@ und.nodak .edu
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Appendix G
Letter of Introduction to Teachers
PO  B o x  2 4 7  
K illdeer, N D  5 8 6 4 0  
A pril 2 , 2 0 0 7
Participant N am e  
Participant P osition  
Participant A ddress
D ear Participant;
I am  a doctoral student in  E ducational L eadership  at the U n ivers ity  o f  N orth  D akota. M y  d octoral study  
w ill d evelop  a prekindergarten im plem entation  m od el for p ub lic  sch o o l d istricts located  in states w ithou t  
state-funded  prekindergarten. I w ill con d uct this study under the d irection  o f  Dr. Sherryl H ou dek  from  the  
U n ivers ity  o f  N orth  D akota.
T h e U n ited  States D epartm ent o f  E ducation  recen tly  estim ated  that ap proxim ately  50%  o f  the ch ildren  
en tering kindergarten do not have the n ecessary  read iness sk ills  to  b e  su ccessfu l in kindergarten. P resch oo l 
children  w ho  have attended h igh  quality  p resch oo ls  or prekindergarten program s tend to  score  h igher on  
tests o f  m ath and reading sk ills  up'm  entry into kindergarten. T h is study has the potentia l to  provid e an  
e ffec tiv e  prekindergarten im plem entation  m o d e l for sch o o l d istricts located  in N orth  D akota.
Y our k n o w led g e  and ex p er ien ces as a  teacher o f  y o u n g  ch ildren  cou ld  help  id en tify  th o se  factors that 
support or hinder the su ccessfu l im plem entation  o f  a prekindergarten program  w ith in  the pub lic  sch o o l 
setting. I h ave en c lo sed  a co p y  o f  the approval letter sign ed  by Superintendent (N a m e) that has granted  m e  
p erm ission  to conduct the study at (N am e o f  S ch o o l). Superintendent (N a m e) has a lso  m ade a room  
ava ilab le  in the sch o o l to  conduct the in terv iew . H ow ever, I w ou ld  a lso  b e w illin g  to con d uct the in terv iew  
at a tim e and pub lic p la ce  con ven ien t for you . T h e in terv iew  sh ou ld  take approxim ately  2 0  to  3 0  m inutes. 
T h e data gathered in the in terv iew  w ill  be kept con fidentia l and you  w ill not b e iden tified  personally .
W ithin 10 days o f  you r in terv iew , 1 w ill p rovid e y o u  w ith  a w ritten sum m ary o f  you r in terv iew  and ask  that 
you  ch eck  it for accuracy.
I f  you  e lec t n et to participate, p lease  em ail m e at the em ail address listed  b e lo w . I f  I d o  not hear from  you  
w ith in  a w eek , I w ill ca ll you  to  an sw er any q uestions you  m ay have and to  determ ine your w illin g n ess  to  
b e in terv iew ed  for th is study.
I f  y o u  have any q uestions regarding th is research  project, p lease  contact m y advisor, Dr. Sherryl H oudek , 
or m e at the phone num bers or em ail addresses listed  b elow . T h is research  project has been  approved  
w ith in  the gu id e lin es for use o f  hum an subjects estab lish ed  b y  the U n ivers ity  o f  N orth  D akota. P lea se  note  
the U n iversity  o f  N orth  D akota Institutional R ev ie w  B oard  requirem ents are included  in the en c lo sed  
con sen t form . I f  you  h ave any other q uestions or con cern s regarding th is research, p lease  ca ll the R esearch  
D ev e lo p m en t and C om p lian ce  o ffic e  at 7 0 1 -7 7 7 -4 2 7 9 . Thank you  for you r tim e.
S incerely ,
Sharon A . H ansen  
D octoral Student 
U n iversity  o f  N orth D akota  
7 0 1 -7 6 4 -5 0 5 9
Sharo n .H an sen @ send it.n odak .edu
Sherryl H oudek, E d .D . 
A ssistan t P rofessor  
U n ivers ity  o f  N orth  D akota  
7 0 1 -7 7 7 -2 3 9 4
shen~v l.hou dek@ u n d .nod ak .ed u
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I n te r v ie w  T im e :  3 0  to  4 5  m in u te s  
In te rv ie w er : S h a ro n  A . H a n se n
C o n s e n t:  R e v ie w  s ig n e d  c o n s e n t  form  a n d  a s k  i f  th e r e  are a n y  q u e s t io n s .  In fo rm  th e  p a r tic ip a n t  
th a t th e y  are  u n d er  n o  o b lig a t io n  to  p a r t ic ip a te  in  th e  p r o je c t  a n d  m a y  e n d  th e  in te r v ie w  a t a n y  
t im e . In fo rm  th e  p a r tic ip a n t th a t th e  in te r v ie w  w i l l  ta k e  a b o u t  3 0  to  4 5  m in u te s .
Q u e s t io n s
1. H o w  d id  th e  p r e s c h o o l  p ro g ra m  in  y o u r  s c h o o l  d is tr ic t  b e g in ?
2 .  W h a t fa c to r s , i f  a n y , su p p o r te d  th e  in it ia t io n  o f  a  p r e s c h o o l p ro g ra m  w ith in  y o u r  s c h o o l  
d istr ic t?
3 . W h a t fa c to r s , i f  a n y , h in d e r e d  th e  in it ia t io n  o f  a  p r e s c h o o l p ro g ra m  w ith in  y o u r  s c h o o l  
d is tr ic t?
4 . W h a t fa c to r s , i f  a n y , c o n tr ib u te d  to  th e  s u c c e s s f u l  im p le m e n ta t io n  o f  th e  p r e s c h o o l  
p ro g ra m ?
5 . W h a t b arriers, i f  a n y , h in d e r e d  th e  im p le m e n ta t io n  o f  th e  p r e s c h o o l p ro g ra m ?
6 . W h a t fa c to r s , i f  a n y , su p p o r t  th e  c o n t in u e d  o p e r a t io n  o f  th e  p r e s c h o o l p ro g ra m ?
7 . W h a t b arriers, i f  a n y , h in d e r  th e  c o n t in u e d  o p e r a t io n  o f  th e  p r e s c h o o l p ro g ra m ?
8 . W h a t ro ic , ir a n y , d id  y o u  p la y  in  th e  o r ig in a t io n  o f  th e  p r e s c h o o l p ro g ra m ?
9 . W h a t r o le , i f  a n y , d id  y o u  p la y  in  th e  im p le m e n ta t io n  o f  th e  p r e s c h o o l p ro g ra m ?
10 . W h a t r o le , i f  a n y , d o  y o u  p la y  in  th e  c o n t in u e d  o p e r a t io n  o f  th e  p r e s c h o o l p ro g ra m ?
1 1 . W h a t h a v e  b e e n  th e  e f f e c t s ,  i f  a n y , o f  o p e r a t in g  a  p r e s c h o o l p ro g ra m  w ith in  th e  p u b lic  
s c h o o l  s e tt in g ?
12. Is there anything else you would like to say about preschool programs in the public 
school setting?
T h a n k  y o u  fo r  > o u r  t im e . W ith in  10  w o r k in g  d a y s ,  y o u  w i l l  r e c e iv e  a  c o p y  o f  m y  n o te s  fro m  th is  
in te r v ie w . In o r d e r  to  e n s u r e  th a t I a c c u r a te ly  r e c o r d e d  y o u r  th o u g h ts , p le a s e  r e v ie w  t h o s e  n o te s  
a n d  c o r r e c t  a n y  in a c c u r a c ie s  in  th e  rep o r t. P le a s e  retu rn  th e  in te r v ie w  n o te s  w ith  y o u r  c o r r e c t io n s  
in  th e  e n c lo s e d  a d d r e s se d , s ta m p e d  e n v e lo p e .
Appendix H
Public Prekindergarten Interview Protocol -  Hart Public School
Interview Time: 30 to 45 minutes 
Interviewer: Sharon A. Hansen
Consent: Review signed consent form and ask if there are any questions. Inform the participant 
that they are under no obligation to participate in the project and may end the interview at any 
time. Inform the participant that the interview will take about 30 to 45 minutes.
Questions
1. What factors, if any, do you believe have hindered the initiation of a prekindergarten 
program within your school district?
2. What factors, if any, do you believe would support the initiation of a prekindergarten 
program within your school district?
3. What factors, if any, do you believe would support the implementation of a 
prekindergarten program within your school district?
4. What factors, if any, do you believe would hinder the implementation of the 
prekindergarten program?
5. What factors, if any, do you believe would support the continued operation of the 
prekindergarten program?
6. What barriers, if any, do you believe would hinder the continued operation of the 
prekindergarten program?
7. What role, if any, would you play in the initiation of a prekindergarten program within 
Gateway Public School?
8. What role, if any, would you play in the implementation of a prekindergarten program 
within Gateway Public School?
9 What role, if any, would you play in the ongoing operation of a prekindergarten program 
within Gateway Public School?
10. What have been the effects, if any, of not operating a prekindergarten program within the 
public school setting?
11. Is there anything else you would like to say about prekindergarten programs in the public 
school setting?
Thank you for your time. Within 10 working days, you will receive a copy of my notes from this 
interview. In order to ensure that I accurately recorded your thoughts, please review those notes 
and correct any inaccuracies in the report. Please return the interview notes with your corrections 
in the enclosed addressed, stamped envelope.
Appendix I
Public Prekindergarten Interview Protocol -  Gateway Public School
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Appendix J
Letter of Introduction to Parent Survey
PO Box 247 
Killdeer, ND 58640 
April 2, 2007
Dear Parents/Guardians,
I am a doctoral student in Educational Leadership at the University of North Dakota. My doctoral 
study will atten.pt to develop a prekindergarten model for public school districts located in North 
Dakota. I am conducting this study under the direction of Dr. Sherryl Houdek from the University 
of Nonh Dakota.
Your knowledge and experiences as parents/guardians could help develop a successful 
prekindergarten model for the public school setting in North Dakota. This survey is being sent to 
the parents/guardians of four-year-olds, kindergartners, and first graders residing in the (Name of 
School District).
Please take a few minutes to answer the enclosed survey. I would like to know what you think is 
important for preschool children living in your community. Your response is very important to 
the success of this study. The information you provide will be confidential. Please do not write 
your name on the survey. I hope you answer each question. There is no right or wrong answer.
All surveys will be kept in a locked file cabinet for a minimum of three years after the completion 
of this study. Only the researcher, the advisor, and people who audit the Institutional Review 
Board procedures will have access to the data. After three years, the surveys will be shredded.
If you have any questions regarding this research project, please contact my advisor, Dr. Sherryl 
Houdek, or me at the phone numbers or email addresses listed below. This research project has 
been approved within the guidelines for use of human subjects established by the Jniversity of 
North Dakota. If you have any other questions or concerns regarding this research, please call the 
Research Development and Compliance office at 701-777-4279.
Thank you for your time and concern for the education of preschool children in your community. 
Please return the completed survey in the enclosed addressed stamped envelope before Friday.
Sincerely,
Sharon A. Hansen 
Doctoral Student 
University of North Dakota 
701-764-5059
Sharon.Hansen@sendit.nodak.edu
Sherryl Houdek, Ed D.
Assistant Professor 
University of North Dakota 
701-777-2394
sherry l.houdek@und.nodak.edu
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Appendix K 
Parent Survey Protocol
P u b lic  P rek in d er g a r ten : A n  I m p le m e n ta t io n  M o d e l  fo r  th e  P u b lic  S c h o o ls  
in  S ta te s  th a t D o  N o t  F u n d  P rek in d er g a r ten
T h is  q u e s t io n n a ir e  s h o u ld  b e  a n s w e r e d  b y  th e  P A R E N T  or G U A R D I A N .
W h o  is  a n s w e r in g  th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e ?  P le a s e  c h e c k  i f  y o u  a re  th e  c h i ld ’s  . . .
_______ ( 1 )  m o th e r   ( 5 )  g ra n d m o th e r
_______ ( 2 )  fa th er   ( 6 )  g ra n d fa th e r
_______ ( 3 )  s te p m o th e r   (7) o th e r  ( d e s c r ib e ) ______________________
_______ ( 4 )  s tep fa th e r
W h o  h a s  le g a l g u a r d ia n sh ip  fo r  t h is  c h ild ?
_______ ( 1 )  m o th e r    ( 5 )  g r a n d m o th e r
_______ ( 2 )  fa th er   ( 6 )  g ra n d fa th e r
_______ ( 3 )  s te p m o th e r   (7) o th e r  ( d e s c r ib e ) _______________________
_______ ( 4 )  s te p fa th e r
Q u e s t io n s .  P le a s e  c h e c k  th e  r e s p o n s e ( s )  th a t b e s t  a n s w e r  th e  q u e s t io n  fo r  y o u  o r  p r o v id e  a  b r ie f  
r e s p o n s e  to  th e  o p e n -e n d e d  q u e s t io n s .
1. D id  y o u r  c h ild  a tten d  a  p r e s c h o o l  p ro g ra m  b e fo r e  b e g in n in g  k in d er g a r ten ?
_______ Y e s  ( G o  to  Q u e s t io n  # 2 )  ______ N o  (G o  to  Q u e s t io n  # 5 )
2 .  W h e r e  d id  y o u r  c h ild  a tte n d  p r e s c h o o l?
3 . W h a t e f f e c t ( s ) ,  i f  a n y , d o  y o u  b e l ie v e  a t te n d in g  p r e s c h o o l m a y  h a v e  had  o n  y o u r  c h ild ?
4. Why did you send your child to preschool? (After you answer Question #4, skip to 
Question #7)
5. What kept you from sending your child to preschool?
6. What effect(s), if any, do you believe your child experienced from not attending 
preschool?
Please turn over to complete survey.
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7 . W h o  d o  y o u  b e l ie v e  is  r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  g e t t in g  a  c h ild  r e a d y  fo r  k in d er g a r ten ?
_  P a ren t/g u a rd ia n  _______ S c h o o l  ________B o th  p a ren t/g u a r d ia n  an d  s c h o o l
_______ O th e r  ( D e s c r ib e ) ____________________________________________________________________________
8 . D o  y o u  b e l ie v e  that p u b lic  s c h o o ls  s h o u ld  p r o v id e  p r e s c h o o l  e d u c a t io n  fo r  4 -y e a r -o ld s ?
_______ N o  Y e s _______
W h y  o r  w h y  n o t?
9 . D o e s  y o u r  p u b lic  s c h o o l  p r o v id e  p r e s c h o o l  c la s s e s  in  th e  s c h o o l  fo r  4 -y e a r -o ld s ?
. a . _______Y e s  W h y  d o  y o u  th in k  y o u r  p u b lic  s c h o o l  p r o v id e s  p r e s c h o o l  c l a s s e s
fo r  4 -y e a r -o ld s ?
b . _______N o  W h y  d o  y o u  th in k  y o u r  p u b lic  s c h o o l  d o e s  n o t  p r o v id e  p r e s c h o o l
c la s s e s  fo r  4 -y e a r -o ld s ?
10 . W o u ld  y o u  fa v o r  th e  p u b lic  s c h o o ls  in  p r o v id in g  p r e s c h o o l  c la s s e s  fo r  4 -y e a r -o ld s ?
_____ Y e s  _______ N o  W h y  o r  w h y  n o t?
a. W o u ld  y o u  b e  w i l l in g  to  su p p o r t  th e  u s e  o f  p u b lic  ta x  fu n d s  fo r  p r o v id in g
p r e s c h o o l  c l a s s e s ? _______ Y E S _______ N O
b. W o u ld  y o u  b e  w i l l in g  to  p a y  a  f e e  fo r  p r o v id in g  p r e s c h o o l  c la s s e s  fo r  y o u r  c h ild ?
_______ Y E S  ________N O
11. W h a t r o le , i f  a n y , d o  y o u  b e l ie v e  p a ren ts  h a v e  in  s ta r tin g  a  p r e s c h o o l  w ith in  th e  p u b lic  
s c h o o l?
12. What role, if any, do you believe parents have in keeping a preschool operating within 
the public school?
Please place this survey in the enclosed addressed, stamped envelope. Please return this 
survey by Friday. Thank you so very much for your precious time.
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